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Wireless Telegraphy in Court, 





On Monpay, when the hearing of the action of Murconi and 
| the Marconi Co. (Limited) v. The British Radio-Telegraphy and 
| Telephone Co, (Limited) commenced, counsel who attended the 
court of Mr. Justice PARKER had an unaccustomed and 
| astonishing spectacle before them. They saw the bench, the 
|desk of the master, and every available part of the court 
| crowded with a miscellaneous variety of weird-looking appar- 
atus, and were informed that the collection of machinery 
before their eyes was only part of a much larger physical 
museum which for the moment was housed in the room of the 
| learned judge. In fact, a styanger who had strolled in casually 
might have supposed that he bad wandered into the laboratory 
of some technical school. The only thing which existed to 
disturb the illusion was the presence of the figure in wig and 
gown mounted up among the appiratus and the prevalence of the 
same gaib down below, but the scene was not unlike a professor 
of physics performing experiments before a class of students. 
The curious thing is that the distinguished judge who sat among 
the machinery might, but for a sudden alteration of choice of 
career, have been actually lecturing on electricity. Mr. Justice 
PARKER and Professor KARL PEARSON were fellow students ; 
the former intended to adopt a scientific career, while the 
latter was actually called to the Bar; but they changed their 
vocations to the benefit both of the law and of science. 


The Magic Age of 37. 

Mr. AsTBURY, in his opening speech in the Marconi case 
mentioned the fact that Mr. Marconi is only thirty-seven 
years of age—the same age as the Solicitor-General. When 
one considers also Mr. E, Smith and Mr. WINsToN 
CHURCHILL, who are also thirty-seven years old, one remembers 
DisRAELI’s famous dogma that thirty-seven is the prime age 
of the man of genius, which he illustrates in “Sybil” by a 
multitude of instances. In a profession where a “ promising 
| junior” usually means a man of over forty, it is instructive to 
have such cases as these occasionally brought to our recol- 
lection. 
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Sessions. alone. It went further, and definitely held that the Attorney- 

Sir Ropert Romer, after discharging with conspicuous | General can be sued as defendant when the only relief claimed 
success the duties of a judge of the Chancery Division and of a | is a declaration against the Crown. If the claim were for the 
Lord Justice of the Court of Appeal, resigned his office, and has | recovery of property or the establishment of a debt against the 
for some years taken no part in public life. But he recently | Crown, the proper procedure would be by Petition of Right. 
presided over the Quarter Sessions for Hertford upon the hearing But a declaration against the Crown, as repr. sented by the 
of an important appeal by the Great Eastern Railway Co. | Attorney-General, can be obtained on an ordinary writ by any 
against an assessment of their undertaking in the Bishops | person against whom the Attorney-General could commence pro- 
Stortford Union. The question was whether the assessment | ceedings in respect of the matters which are the subject of the 
committee, in making their valuation, were entitled to take into | relief claimed. In arriving at this decision the Master of the 


consideration, as an item in the nature of profit, the carriage of | Rolls traced the history of such declarations from the old Bill 
coal over part of the company’s line, this coal being required by ‘in Equity preferred in the Exchequer down to the more recent 
the company for. use in connection with their own system. The | cases since the new Rules of the Supreme Court made under the 

The subject is too intricate, and raises 


case, which lasted eleven days, is of sufficient importance to | Judicature Act, 1873. , t 
shew that the judicial career of Sir Ropert has happily not | too many side issues, for an exhaustive treatment in this note, 
wholly terminated. One cannot help wondering how it is that but we hope to deal with it more fully in some future issue. 
his brilliant ability and great experience have not been made | In the meantime it is interesting to know that no technicality 
available to strengthen the Ultimate Court of Appeal. will avail to bar the proper discussion in court of the many 
knotty problems raised by Form IV. 





Reversion Duty. 

TWO IMPORTANT questions as to the incidence of reversion 
duty are raised in the letters from correspondents which are| THE ACTUAL decision of the Court of Appeal in Dyson vy, 
— elsewhere. They both relate to the case of a sale by the | Attorney-General does not form the most interesting part of the 
essor as defined in the Act imposing reversion duty. They are: | three judgments delivered. The observations of Farwett, L.J., 
(1) If a reversioner sells the reversion to the lessee, is reversion | in particular, are of the greatest importance, as indicating the 
duty payable? and (2) If duty is payable, by whom is it to be paid | attitude of the courts towards the increasing tendency of Govern- 
—by the vendor or the purchaser ? In answer to the first question, | ment departments to set up for themselves a system of “ adminis- 
we may observe that under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, | trative law.” This subject has been dealt with more than once 
s. 13, on the determination of the lease reversion duty is to| in our columns recently (see vol. 54, pp. 596, 696, “ Officialism 
be levied on the value of the benefit accruing to the lessor by | in Excelsis” and “ High-handed Action of Public Bodies”). Far- 
reason of the determination. By the same section (sub-section 2) a | WELL, L.J., cited three recent cases before the Court of Appeal 
statutory definition is given of the value of that benefit, and |as illustrating the growing tendency of Government depart- 
unless in very unusual cases there will be a benefit. If this is| ments and Government officials “to claim the right to act 
the case the only manner in which duty can fail to be payable is | without regard to legal principles, and without appeal to any 
by there being no “lessor.” It may be argued that, as “lessor” | court.” These three cases were [ex v. Board of Education 
in the Act means “ reversioner,” and as it follows that the | (1910, 2 K. B. 165), Re Hardy's Crown Brewery (12910, 2 K. B. 
instant that the conveyance has been executed and the term | 257), and Re Weir Hospital (1910, 2 Ch. 124). To these might 
merged in the reversion there can be no reversioner, therefore | have been added Laughton v. Commissioners of Port Erin (1910, 
there is no person to whom a benefit accrues, and that therefore | A. C. 265), before the Privy Council, where a severe rebuke was 
duty is not payable. It must, however, be noticed that if this | administered to a public body who had tried “to shuffle out 
view is correct, no duty will be payable on the determination | of a solemn bargain,” and had exnended the ratepayers’ money 
of a lease by effluxion of time, as on this happening no reversion | in ‘‘ resisting a just demand.” In the first of the cases cited a 
expectant on the term exists, and that therefore there is no | mandamus was ordered to issue directing the Board of Education 
reversioner to pay the duty—a conclusion which is absurd. The | to determine the question before them according to law, and the 
question whether in the case in question the lessor (the vendor) | decision actually given by them was quashed. Such expressions 
or the lessee (the purchaser) is to pay the duty is more difficult. |as “perverse” and “deliberate evasion” throughout the 
But there is a simple answer: the lessee never becomes the | judgments delivered indicate the feeling of the court. FARWELL, 
reversioner, because at the instant that the conveyance is executed L.J., there said (1910, 2 K. B., p. 179) : “Such tribunal is not an 
the lease merges, and the reversion ceases to exist. It follows | autocrat free to act as it pleases, but is an inferior tribunal 
that, as duty has to be paid by someone, it must be paid by the | subject to the jurisdiction which the Court of King’s Bench for 
lessor. In both these cases where the lease determines, whether | centuries, and the High Court since the Judicature Acts, has 
by the reversion being conveyed to the lessee or by lapse | exercised over such tribunals.” In te Hardy's Crown Brewery 
of time, the instant that the term has determined there is no | (supra) the Commissioners of Inland Revenue narrowly escaped 
reversioner, and the only meaning that “lessor” can possibly | having to pay costs personally. VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., said : 
bear is the person who is reversioner at the instant before the | “I am particularly anxious that we should give no decision 


The Courts and ‘‘ Departmental Aggression.’’ 


lease determines. which would debar a court in a case in which they think that 
such officers have behaved very unreasonably from making them 
Relief by Declaration Against the Crown. personally liable to costs.” Le Weir Hospital, the third of the 





Or UNUSUAL interest to legal practitioners, as well as to | cases cited, is the worst of all, and was fully dealt with in our 
politicians, is the judgment delivered by the Court of Appeal | former article. The Charity Commissioners were the depart- 
on Saturday in the case of Dyson v. Attorney-General (Times, |ment concerned, and they were shewn to have been guilty of 
12th December). Our readers will doubtless recollect that this | an absolute breach of trust, and were reprimanded in the 
is the action which Mr. Dyson instituted against the Attorney- | severest terms by the Court of Appeal. In the present case of 
General to claim a declaration that the copy of Form 1V. sent | yson v. Attorney-General FARWELL, L.J., concluded his judg: 
him by the new Land Tax Commissioners was invalid, and that | ment thus: “If ministerial responsibility were more than the 
he need not fill it up at peril of the penalties threatened in it. An | mere shadow of a name the matter would be less important, but 
order to strike out the statement of claim (under the provisions | a8 things were the courts were the only defence of the liberty 
of ord. 25, r. 4) was obtained from the master in chambers, | of the subject against departmental aggression.” 
and upheld by the judge in chambers; but the Court of 
Appeal had no hesitation in declaring this a most improper use 
of order 25—which, they point out, was not intended to| A POINT of great public importance, as well as legal interest, 
strike out arguable statement of claims; it was intended to | came incidentally before the Divisional Court on the 8th of 
dispose summarily of wnarguable contentions. The court, however, | December in Burden v. Ryler. The appellant had prosecuted 


The Legality of Meetings on the Highway. 





Sir Robert Romer as Chairman of Quarter did not content itself with restoring the case on this ground 
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the respordent under the recent Act for the prevention of inter- | Swan v. Haynes we conceive to be this: In the first place, the 
ruption at public meetings ; but the justices had dismissed the | defendant must be guilty of negligence in the performance either 


charge on the ground that the meeting in question took place 
ona highway and, therefore, could not bea legal meeting. This 
view is, we believe, generally held among clerks to justices, who in 

tice invariably advise the bench to convict any person accused 
of obstructing the highway by holding a meeting upon it. The 
opinion hitherto prevalent appears to be due to the decision of 
the Divisional Court in Homer v. Cadman (1886, 50 J. P. 454), 
where it was held that a lecturer who placed a stool upon a 
highway, and from that point of vantage addressed a meeting, 
was guilty of causing an obstruction, even although no actual 
obstruction was in fact caused to anyone. 
case seems to have taken the view that the highway exists merely 


of a common law duty or of a statutory duty. Now, the duty of 


|the registrar in the present case is neither the one nor the other 
\of these duties; it is simply a contractual duty to obey the 
directions of the Registrar-General, whose orders he has agreed 


to obey when accepting service from the Crown. Now, the 
breach of a mere contractual duty never can give rise to an 
action by anyone whoisa stranger to the contractual considera- 


‘tion, such as the undertaker here was: Price v. Easton (4 B, & 


Ad. 433). 


} 


j 
| 


In the second place, the breach of a public duty only 
gives rise to an action when the duty exists, not merely for the 


The court in that | benefit of the public at large, but specially for the protection 


of a particular class. In the former case only the Attorney- 


for the purpose of enabling the public to pass and repass along | General can enforce the performance of the duty (by mandamus 


it, so that any other user of it is necessarily a trespass. 


In the | or information) ; in the latter case any member of the protected 


Jast few years, however, a broader view of the public rights has | class, if injured, can sue the wrongdoer (see Beven on Negligence, 


been taken by judges of the High Court. In /Hadwell v. Righton 
(1907, 2 K. B. 345) Mr. Justice PaiLtimore and Mr. Justice 


Book II., ch. 1, and cases there cited). Here the undertaker was 
obviously not a member of a class whom the Legislature intended 


Bray held that the right was not merely that of “passing and | to protect by the establishment of a death registry system ; 
repassing,” but also that of “tarrying for a reasonable time ”— | hence no duty is owed to him by the registrar. 


“ Bundi et redeundi et morandi” in the language of the first-named 
judge. They also held that occupiers of premises near a high- 
way are not guilty of causing an obstruction if they permit their 
fowls to stray upon it. Again, in er v. Bartholomew (1908, 72 
J.P. 799) the Court of Crown Cases Reserved quashed the con- 
viction of an appellant indicted for obstructing the highway by 
os a coffee-stall upon it —they held that the obstruction must 

appreciable. The same tendency has shewn itself in several 
other recent cases, and finally in the case upon which we are 
commenting the Divisional Court held that a meeting is not 
necessarily an obstruction and illegal merely because it is held 
upon a highway; they accordingly sent the case back to the justices 
to consider all the facts and find a verdict in accordance with 
them. This decision is of great practical importance to the 
Salvation Army and other missionary or propagandist bodies who 
habitually hold meetings in streets and lanes. Hitherto it has 
been the practice of justices to convict any persons whom the 
police choose to summon for occupying the highway after this 
fasbion ; henceforth it will be necessary for the court to ascertain 


whether or not the meeting complained of has, in fact, obstructed | 


anyone. 


Negligence in the Performance of Public Duties. 


THE CASE of Swan and Another v. Haynes (Times, December 
12th) raised a question of some interest to all who have 
followed recent Uoadienmente in the law of tortious negligence. 
It appears that, by directions issued to him from the Registrar- 
General, each registrar of births and deaths is instructed to report 


at once to the coroner all suspicious cases in which his certificate | 


is asked for to enable burial to take place. The defendant, 
who is a registrar of births and deaths, was sued by the plaintiff, 


| 


| 
} 
} 


| 


| 
| 
| 


| 
| 
| 
| 


an undertaker, for damages caused to him by an alleged breach | 


of this duty. It seems that the alleged omission of the defendant to 
make an immediate report to the coroner led to a postponement 
of a funeral for some days, as a result of which postponement 
the undertaker—who had contracted to bury the body, it would 
appear, for a fixed sum—incurred additional expense. He sued 
in the county court, where his action was dismissed. He then 
appealed to the Divisional Court, alleging that he had an 
actionable claim for negligence in the performance of a public 


duty against the defendant. The court, which consisted of Mr. | 


Justice DARLING and Mr. Justice BuCKNILL, dismissed the 
appeal, but the former judge, who delivered the judgment of 
the court, did not clearly disclose the ratio decidendi of his 
decision. 
somewhat cavalierly, and scarcely seems to feel the necessity 
of distinguisbing his case from such recent cases as Ching v.Surrey 
County Council (1910, 1 K. B. 736) and Morris v. Carnarvon 


| 


Restraint on Practising as Solicitor. 


AMONG THE numerous decisions on restraint of trade there 
are comparatively few relating to solicitors, but though the 
authority is scanty the law is reasonably clear. It is clear, for 
instance, that a clerk, articled or otherwise, is bound by a 
covenant not to transact business with any person who has been 
a client of the principal, and for this purpose a country solicitor 
is the client of the London agent: Heid v. Burrows (1892, 2 Ch. 
413). It is equally clear that be can bind himself not to practise 
within a certain area, even though the restriction is unlimited as 
to time: Jacoby v. Whitmore (49 L. T. 335). It is also clear that 
it is a breach of such a covenant for a solicitor to act for a client 
residing within the prohibited area though he himself is practising 
outside of it, and he so acts in breach of the covenant if he 
writes as solicitor and sends to addresses within the radius letters 
demanding payment from, or giving advice to, the addressee ; 
for in such case the demand is made, or the advice is given, at 
the place where the letter is received: Edmundson v. [ender 
(1905, 2 Ch. 320). From the same case it appears that a client 
residing within the prohibited area may go to the solicitor’s 
office outside the area and then and there receive advice, this not 
being a breach if the solicitor does nothing within the area. 
The test is whether the solicitor acts as such within the area. 
It follows, therefore, that the place of residence of the client is 
immaterial if the work is done within the area. If, for instance, 
the client has an estate within the area, it would be a breach of 
covenant for the solicitor to go and distrain for rent within the 
area. The latest decision on the point is Woodbridge v. Bellamy 
(reported elsewhere). There it was held, following Jacoby v. 
Whitmore (supra), that the restraint, though unlimited as to time, 
was binding. But a further novel point was raised. The defendant 
was engaged to conduct advocacy business at a branch office, and 
it was argued that, as he was only engaged for specific duties, an 
agreement not to carry on business as a solicitor generally was 
too wide. The learned judge, however, thought that you could 
not split up a solicitor’s business into departments, and held that 
the plaintiffs were entitled to protect themselves by prohibiting 
the defendant from carrying on any business of a solicitor within 
the radius. 


The Street Singing of the Unemployed. 
LONDONERS are under the impression that begging in the 


| streets is prohibited by the law, and they also know from their 


Indeed, he treats the contention of the plaintiff | 


County Council (1910, 1 K. B. 840), where education authorities | 


have been held liable to pupils injured by the negligent perform- 
ance of their statutory duty to “‘ maintain and keep efficient ” 


the schools under their charge. The proper grounds on which | 
to distinguish those and similar cases from the case of | 


own experience that begging is actively pursued in many of the 
thoroughfares of the metropolis. What is the law? Section 3 
of the Vagrancy Act, 1824, enacts that every person wander- 
ing abroad or placing himself or herself in any public place, 
street, highway, court, or passage to beg or gather alms... 
shall be deemed an idle and disorderly person, and be liable to 
imprisonment with bard labour for one month. What is beg- 
ging or gathering alms? Do those who sing “‘ We've got no 
work to do” in the public thoroughfare bring themeelves within 
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years ago, in Pointon v. Hill (12 Q. B. D. 306), that colliers on 

strike who went from house to house in a street in a town with | 
a waggon inscribed “ Children’s Bread Waggon” and begged for 

assistance in money or kind, were not within the meaning of the 

Act. The court considered that the words of the statute apply | 
to persons making it their habit and mode of life to wander | 
abroad or place themselves in public places to beg. Ifa man with | 
a character for industry ask for assistance on some special occa- 

sion, and without any intention of making such assistance his | 
ordinary means of livelihood, there is nothing unlawful in his | 
conduct. In a case recently before one of the metropolitan 

magistrates four working men had placed themselves in a 

thoroughfare in South Kensington singing something about 

“ poor unemployed.” The magistrate is rep »rted to have said 

that the question was whother their singing was likely of itself 

to give pleasure to other people apart from the fact that they | 
were out of work ; and having heard them sing a few bars in the | 
courtyard, he held that their performance was a creditable one | 
having regard to their class and position, and discharged them. 

The magistrate seems to have thought that they were not 

beggars by vocation, and might, we think, bave given the same | 
decision without affording his support to the dubious industry of | 
street singing or entering upon an inquiry which may not always 

be consistent with the dignity of the court. 


The Honours Examination. 


THE RESULTS of the last Honours Examination of the Law | 
Society, which we give elsewhere, remind us of the fluctuations 
which occur both in the number of candidates and quantum of 
brains at these examinations, These fluctuations are, of courze, 
common to examinations of every kind, but there is one feature 
which seems to differentiate this most searching test from most 
other examinations. The candidates are restricted to ‘ persons 
who have attained a certain standard of proficiency” at the | 
last Fioal Examination, held immediately previously, and the 
examination is to be on the subjects specified for such Final 
Examination. Each candidate who enters for Honours must, 
therefore, have a fair groundwork of knowledge. Now let us 
look at the results of the Honours Examinations held during the | 
present year. In January ninety candidates entered, of whom 
twenty-three obtained honours, four being in the first class. In April | 
there were only forty.two candidates, of whom nineteen obtained 
honours, none, however, being in the first class. In June no 
fewer than 126 candidates entered, of whom only thirty-five 
obtained places, five being in the first class. And at the recent 
examination there were eighty-three candidates, of whom thirty 
passed, only one being in the first class. The result is, that in 
the whole year only ten candidates attained the first class, and 
that somewhere about two-thirds of the candidates failed to 
appear in the lists at all. It would seem that nothing but 
the incurable tendency of the articled clerk to “ have a shot at 
Honours” can account for the keeping up of the entries. | 
And it would also appear that a first class in this examination 
is a real distinction, which deserves to be recorded after the 
name of the holder in the Law List. 


Compulsory Education and Early Marriages. 


A CURIOUS question has arisen under the laws for the compul- 
sory attendance of children in the elementary schools of New York. 
The term “child” in these laws, as in the Elementary Education | 
Act, 1876, in this country, means achild between the ages of five 
and fourteen years. It is stated that many young girls belonging | 
to the Italian colony leave school to marry before they are four- | 
teen years old, and cannot afterwards be induced to return to 
school. The Board of Education are anxious to prevent these 
child marriages, fearing that the custom may extend to children 
of other nationalities. But an attendance order can only be 
made against a parent having the custody of a child, and 
the Marriage Licence Bureau has no power to refuse to grant 
licences for the marriage of infants at the age at which they are 
competent to marry. By the common law in England, and in 
most of the American States, the marriage of a girl of twelve 
years of age is valid, and there is no doubt that the marriage of | 


the section ? The (Queen’s Bench Division held, some twenty-five 





a female child terminates the guardianship of the parent. It 
will be thought by many persons that there is no reason for 
deferring an amendment of the law so as to extend the period 
within which the marriage of an infant is unlawful. 


Interest Payable after Notice to Pay Off Mortgage, 

IN A NOTE to a letter on this subject which we printed last 
week we intimated our intention of dealing with the matter this 
week. We have since been informed, however, that a case 
involving the point in question is now before the court, and we 
therefore postpone our remarks. 


The Punctuation of Wills. 
THAT a testator may be, or make, his own dictionary is an 
often quoted maxim in the construction of wills; bow far 
he may he his own grammarian does not appear to have been 
as definitely decided. 

The infinite capacity of apparently taking pains to conceal 
their real meaning, which almost amounts to genius in the 
case of illiterate or amateur testators, or of their imperfectly 
instructed advisers, renders it difficult to extract from the 
authorities any universal principle of construction with 
reference to ungrammatical wills; but it has been laid down as 
a general rule that the construction of a will does not depend 
upon the grammatical skill of its writer (Sandford v. Raikes, 1 Mer. 
646), and it has also (in accordance with the statement taken 
from Wigram on Extrinsic Evidence, pl. 96, as cited with approval 
by the Court of Appeal in Dawson v. Higgins (1900, 2 Ch. 756), 
that “every claimant under a will has a right to require that 
a court of construction, in the execution of its office, shall—by 
means of extrinsic evidence—place itself in the situation of the 


testator”) been decided that, whilst it is from the words and 


context, and not from the punctuation, that a testator’s mean- 
ing is to be collected, yet, when words and phrases are of a 


| doubtful meaning, punctuation and other ci:cumstances may 
| be referred to to assist the explanation : Sandford v. Raikes (supra), 
| Gordon v. Gorden (L. R. 5 H. L. 254, 270). That the testator 


may have been imperfectly acquainted with the use of legal 
language, or may have used language the legal interpretation of 
which doee not carry out the intentions which he had in his 
mind will not (or should not) induce the court to put a mean 


|ing on his words different from that which the court judi- 


cially determines to be the meaning which they bear. Some of 
such decisions as there are upon the subject have turned more 
particularly upon the use of capital letters, stops, and paren- 
theses, but it too frequently happens that the same illiteracy 
which has, in one part of the will, misplaced what should really 
have been a guide to its meaning has used exactly the same sign- 
post in another part of it apparently as a guide to lead to an 


| opposite or inconsistent conclusion. 


It is stated in Jarman on Wills (6th ed., vol. J, p. 45) that 
there are probably very few imaginable cases in which punctuation 
could exercise a very important influence upon the construction 
of wills, but that in recent times the courts have, without 
hesitation, adopted the practics of examining the original will, 
with a view to seeing whether anything therein appearing—as, 
for instance, the mode in which it was written, how “ dashed and 


| stopped "could guide them in the true construction to be put 


upon it. Thus in Turner v. Hellard (30 Ch. D. 390), where a 
legatee’s name was a for a blank, a majority of the 
Court of Appeal decided that, for the purpose of construing a 
will the court is entitled to look at the original will as well 
as the probate copy. 

Lord St. Leonarps had previously said, in Heron v. Stokes (2 
Dr. & W. 98), that, as to a dash by which two clauses were 
separated, it was impossible for the court to attach any weight 
to the circumstance ; and that in wills and deeds you do not 
ordinarily find any stops, but the court reads them as if they 
were properly punctuated. Importance. has, however, been 
attached to the division of a will into paragraphs (Jull v. Jacobs, 
L. R. 3 Ch. D. 703) or into lines (Milsom v. Long, 3 Jur. N. S. 
1073), but in Gordonv. Gordon (supra) the recurring use of the 
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words “As to” at the commencement of several devises was 
held not necessarily to be an indication of the commencement 
of a devise complete in itself, and separate and independent from 
other limitations. In Compton v. Bloxham (2 Coll. 201) some 
reliance was placed upon the fact that the words “‘ My monies” 
began an entirely new sentence ; in (‘ascoigne y. Barker (3 Atk. 
8) Lord HARDWICKE ruled, though with reluctance (Banks v. 
Denshire, | Ves. jun. 63), that a parenthesis was not to be rejected, 
though, according to the rules of grammar, a sentence might 
be complete without it ; in Child v. Elsworth (2 De G. M. & G. 
679), which was described by Lord CRANWoORTH as a question 
rather for a grammarian than a lawyer, and one which a school- 
master might decide as well as a judge, notice was taken of the 
continuity of a sentence, and that it was closed with a full stop ; 
in Gauntlett v. Carter (17 Beav. 586) some weight was attached 
to the introduction of commas, although it did not appear 
when or by whom they were inserted; in Manning v. Purcell 
(7 De G. M. & G. 55) regard was had to erasures in the 
original will, omitted in the probate, and apparently to the 
symbols “ &ec., &e.” ; in Jebh v. Tugwell (ibid. 668), the existence 
of “a mark of punctuation, a full stop ” is noticed, but apparently 
as not very material ; and in the unique case of Manchee v. Kay 
(3 Giff. 545), a legacy given as “£1. 0. 0,” which stood 
between two other legacies for £100 each—the dots between the 
figures being smeared as if for the purpose of obliteration—was 
held to be a legacy for £100. 

The general conclusion te be drawn from the authorities may 
probably be taken to be that stated in Gordon v. Gordon (supra)— 
namely, that the first course of constructionis to read the will in its 


for the time being, the company shall be at liberty to dispose of 
them in the ordinary course of business. The usual explanation 
of a floating security is that contained in the judgment of 
Lord MACNAGHTEN in Governments Stock Investment Co. v. Manila 
Railway Co. (1897, A. C., p. 88): “A floating security is an 
equitable charge on the assets for the time being of a going con- 
cern. It attaches tothe subject charged in the varying condition 
in which it happens to be from time to time. It is of the 
essence of such a charge that it remains dormant until the 
undertaking charged ceases to be a going concern, or until the 
person in whose favour the charge is created intervenes.” 

As soon as the charge created by the debentures bas crystallized, 
there is no doubt that the debentures constitute a specific 
charge on the asssts then belonging to the company, and this 
charge prevails over the rights of execution creditors. The 
question is whether the debenture-holders have any such priority 
while their security is still a floating security. In Davey & Co. 
v. Williamson & Sons (supra) it was apparently held by Lord 
Russet, C.J., and MAtuew, J., that they had such priority. 
There the debentures were supported by a trust deed which 
authorized the company to carry on its business until (inter alia) 
an execution was sued out against the property of the company. 
While the debentures were still a floating security, certain goods 
of the company were seized under a writ of fi. fa.; the debenture- 
holders claimed them, and the sheriff interpleaded. The court 
| decided in favour of the debenture-holders on two grounds : first, 
| that the debentures provided that the property of the company 
| should not be dealt with save in the pa course of business, 
and that a taking in execution was not a disposition in the 





natural grammatical sense, and then only, if that fail to produce | ordinary course of business; and secondly, that, though the 
a clear meaning, to look out for some other possible sense ; and | security had not crystallized, yet it had become enforceable by 
that, when a meaning is plain and clear grammatically, no other | reason of the execution. And it was held tbat, apart from this, 
should be sought for. Further, although, in construing a will, | the debenture-holders had a charge on the goods, and the 


if the words used are themselves of doubtful meaning the cir- 
cumstances of the case may, as already stated, be referred to for 
the purpose of assisting in the explanation, those circumstances 
must not be employed to shew the construction to be doubtful, 
in order to enable the court to make what appears to be a 
reasonable will for the testator. 

Nothing that is said above must be taken to apply to the con- 
struction of any documents other than wills. Punctuation has no 
place in deeds or weight in Acts of Parliament. Grammatica 
falsa non vitiat chartam : 9 Co. 48. No one, it has been said, would 
wish the title to his estates to depend on the insertion of a comma 
or semi-colon, and the absence of stops puts difficulties in the 
way of forgery. In Acts of Parliament “ there are no such things 
as brackets, any more than there are such things as stops.” 





Debenture-holders and Judgment 
Creditors. 


execution creditor could only take them subject to such charge. 
The gist of the decision was that the debenture-holders had 
priority over the execution creditor by virtue of their equitable 
| charge which was then presently enforceable, notwithstanding 
| that they had taken no step to enforce it. 

| So far as Davey & Co. v. Williamson & Sons is an authority for 
| this proposition it seems to be clearly overruled by the present 
lease of Evans v. Rival (Granite Quarries (supra). There a 
single debenture had been issued in July, 1905, to secure pay- 
| ment on demand of £13,000 and certain further sums. The 
debenture-holder had power to appoint a receiver at any time 
after the principal moneys had become payable. In August, 
|1908, he demanded payment of the £13,000, but took 
|no further steps to enforce his security. In November, 1908, 
the plaintiff obtained judgment against the company in the 
county court, and, the judgment not being satisfied, im April, 
1909, obtained a garnishee order nisi against the company’s 
banking account. ‘The debenture-holder gave notice to the 
bank that he claimed the money due on the account and de- 


We referred shortly last week to the decision of the Court | manded payment to himself, and he, opposed the plaintiff's 


of Appeal in Evans v. Rival Granite Quarries (1910, 2 K. B. 979) | 
as being a decision of great importance cn the rights of | 
debenture-holders, but, from a letter which we print elsewhere, 
there appear to be doubts as to how far the decision extends, 
and, in particular, whether, sirice the immediate point affected 
the right of a creditor to obtain a garnishee order, the case is 
to be treated as overruling Darey d& Co. v. Williamson & Sons 
(1898, 2 Q. B. 194) with respect to the priority of debenture- | 
holders over execution creditors. | 

The matter as regards both classes of creditors depends on the 
rule referred to in the Court of Appeal in the course of the 
argument in Le Standard Manufacturing Co, (1891, 1 Ch., p. 641): 
“It is well settled that an execution creditor takes subject 
to all the equities.” So far, therefore, as the security of the 
debenture-holders constitutes an existing equity attaching to 
property taken on behalf of an execution creditor, the claims 
of the debenture-holders must prevail. But in its commence- 
ment a debenture is only a floating security, not attaching | 
to any particular asset, and it is of the essence of the 
security that until something happens which shall change its | 
Mature, and cause it to fasten specifically upon the assets | 














application in the county court to make the garnishee order 
absolute. He was defeated there, but he won in the Divisional 
Court (Puitiimore and Buckniit1, JJ.), and thereupon the 
judgment creditor appealed to the Court of Appeal and 
succeeded, the effect being that the garnishee order was made 
absolute. 

Undoubtedly there has been a separate line of cases as to the 
priority of debenture-holders over creditors who have obtained 
garnishee orders, and in one case there was, possibly, a ten- 
dency to shew more favour to such creditors than to ordinary 
execution creditors. Thus in Jobson v. Smith (1895, 2 Ch. 118) 
creditors who had obtained garnishee orders were held to have 
become entitled to receive the garnished debts notwithstanding 
that they had been claimed by the debenture-holder. “No 
receiver,” said Romer, J., “ had been appointed at the instance 
of a debenture-holder, nor had the plaintiff taken any step, as 
against the company, to enforce his security or to prevent the 
company from carrying on its business.” But, in fact, the 
obtaining a garnishee order is only a form of execution, and the 
same principles must apply in such a case as to executions gener- 
ally. The decision really depended on the circumstance that 
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the creditor had actually received the garnished debt. Before 
actual receipt, however, the garnishee order, even when it has 
been made absolute, does not transfer the garnished debt to 
the judgment creditor, so <s to remove it from the assets of 
the company and to prevent the possibility of the debenture 
charge fastening upon it. It was so held with regard to a 
garnishee order nisi in Norton v. Yates (1906, 1 K. B. 112), and 
with regard to an order absolute in Cairney v. Back (1906, 2 K. B. 
746). 

In Evans vy. Rival Granite Quarries the Court of Appeal treated 
the two classes of creditors as being on the same footing. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., referred generally to the enforcement 
of “an execution” (p. 988) ; FLetcHER Moutton, L.J., referring 
to two cases which had been quoted, said that they were “ both 
cases of execution, but no distinction can be drawn for this 
purpose between execution and garnishee proceedings ” (p. 996) ; 
and the judgment of Buck ey, L.J., was equally wide. And, 
as regards Davey & Co. v. Williamson & Sons (supra), the two 


last-named judges—VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., did not refer to | 


it—treated it as no authority for the proposition stated above, 
which it appears to support. FLeTcueR Mouton, L.J., after 
suggesting possible grounds for the decision, said: “ We are, 
however, not bound by that decision, and if it means that the 
mere existence of the debenture was an answer to the claim of 
the execution creditor, it was in my opinion wrongly decided.” 
Buck ey, L.J., on the other hand, said that he had no fault co 
find with the decision, but he explained it on special grou 4s 
which do not seem to have been the basis of the judgment of 
the court delivered by Lord Russett, C.J.—namely, that -.. ib 


terms of the trust deed the security had crystallized. wu | 


Buck zy, L.J., summed up the present decision by sayin - that, 


notwithstanding that the execution creditor takes su ‘ect to/| 


the equity of the debenture-holders, no equity arises in a 
debenture-holder, whose security is a floating charge, from his 
merely giving notice to seize a particular asset of the company ; 
he must do something to turn his security from a floating into 
a fixed charge. 

It seems that until the judgment creditor has actually 


received the garnished debt, or the proceeds of the goods taken | 


in execution, he has only a precarious security, but in accordance 
with the present decision he is entitled to proceed with the 
various steps in the execution, and to rank for the purpose of the 
execution in priority to the debenture-holders, until the latter 


bave done more than merely claim the whole or any particular | 
part of the assets; until, that is, their security has ceased to | 


be a floating security and has fastened specifically upon the 
company’s property. 








Reviews. 


The Overseer’s Handbook. 


THe Overseer’s HanpBook. By Wirittam W. Mackenziz, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Seventa Eprrion, Shaw & Sons; Butter 
worth & Co. 

This useful little book modestly professes to be merely a manual 
for the use of overseers and their assistants, collectors of poor rates, 
vestry clerks, and other parish officers. It will be found, however, 
to be a very complete and reliable treatise on the whole law which 
in any way affects the duties of overseers. Although very practical 
in arrangement and treatment, the work is written throughout in a 
legal spirit and will be quite as useful to the lawyer as to the 
layman. The subjects which are covered by the learned author 
include, among a multitude of others, the Principles of Rating, the 
Registration of Electors, the Preparation of Jury Lists, the Prepara- 
tion of Valuation Lists, and the Management of Parish Property. 
The final chapter deals succinctly with certain duties of a miscellan- 
eous character which the average practitioner would hardly imagine 
a priori to have been entrusted to overseers ; for instance, their dut 
in case of burials, disorderly houses, fire engines, lunatics, nine 4 
constables, the perambulation of the parish, sanitary works outside 
their district, and their obligation under the Reserve Forces Act, 
1882, s. 24, to publish and serve notices on army reservists and 
militiamen when so required by the Secretary of State for War. 

The text of the book amounts to 475 small octavo pages, and to 


this must be added five appendices, which contain forms, orders, 


|and extracts, as well as an admirable index which extends to 
147 pages. Many of the forms are exceedingly complex—e.y,, 
specimens of rate books—and are set out on large folding maps, 
which are set into the book. The index is a miracle of toil and 
adds immensely to the utility of the book, as must always be the 
case with any treatise which summarizes a multitude of miscel- 
laneous powers which have no logical connection with one another 
| except the historical accident that Parliament has seen fit to entrust 
them to the same authority. In addition we find a very full table 
| of cases which extends to 23 pages, and in which we have not found 
any omissions or blunders. On the whole, this is the most pains- 
| taking and elaborate elementary manual with which we are 
| acquainted. 





Rouse’s Practical Man. 


Rouse’s Practican Man. E1GuTeenta Epition. WITH MANy 
AppDITIONAL TABLES AND CaLcuLaTions. Revised by Epcar A. 
Sway, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The first part of this handy volume consists of precedents for use 
on many occasions, with information on such matters of practical 
| importance as Death Duties and Stamps, and the second part contains 
Tables of Measurements and Directions as to Valuation of Property. 
Among the more important of the subjects covered by the precedents 
are Acknowledgments, Affidavits, Agreements for Leases and for 
Letting, including the Letting of Lodgings and Flats, Conditions 
and Contracts of Sale, and Wills. The last-named subject furnishes 
many practical suggestions as to the preparation of wills and a con- 
siderable number of forms are given. The whole of this matter is 
| condensed into a small pocket volume, to which the practitioner can 
usefully have recourse when larger works are not available. 








Books of the Week. 


County Court Practice.—The Yearly County Court Practice, 
1911, founded on Archbold’s County Court Poaciies and Pitt-Lewis’ 
| County County Practice. By the late G. Prrr-Lewis, K.C., 
|} and Sir C. ArNoLtp Wuire, Chief Justice of Madras. 1911 Edition. 

By His Honour Judge Woopratiand E. H. Trxpat Atkinson, B.A., 

Barrister-at-Law. The Chapter on Costs and the Precedents of Costs 
| by Harry Cousins, Registrar of the Cardiff County Court. In Two 
Vols. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

County Court Practice.—The Annual County Courts Prac- 
tice, 1911. Edited by Wirtu1am Ceci Smyty, K.C., LL.B. Cantab., 
Judge of County Courts, and Writ1AM James Brooks, M.A. Oxon., 
Barristers-at-Law. In Two Vols. Vol. 1, containing the Jurisdiction 

| and Practice under the County Courts Acts, the Bills of Exchange 
| Act, the Employers’ Liability Act, and the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, and the Statutes, Rules of Practice, Forms, and Tables of Fees 
and Costs. Vol. 2, containing the Jurisdiction and Practice under 
| Acts other than the County Court Acts, the Bills of Exchange Act, 
'the Employers’ Liability Act, and the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, together with the Statutes, Rules of Practice, Forms and Fees, 
Sweet «& Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Mortgages.—The Law of Mortgage and other Securities upon 

Property. By the late Wru1aM Ricnarp FisHer, Barrister-at-Law. 
| Sixth Edition. By Arraur Unpernattt, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at- 
| Law, one of the Conveyancing Counsel to the Court, and ArTHurR 
Coxe, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

Sea Law.—Sea Law and Sea Power, as they Would be Affected 
by Recent Proposals, with Reasons Against those Proposals. By 
Tuomas Gipson Bowres, M.P. John Murray. 

Company Secretaries’ Diary.—-The Company Secretaries’ 
Diary and Reference Book. Edited by Wiiutam A. WarTeRLow, 
Solicitor. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Debenture-holders and Judgment Creditors. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—With reference to the note contained in your issue of the 
10th inst. as to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Evans v. Rival 
Granite Quarries (1910, 2 K. B. 979), is it clear that the decision in 
| that case affects the rights of an execution creditor at all ? ' 

The Court of Appeal in Evans v. Rival Granite Quarries decided 
that the plaintiff was entitled to have a garnishee order nist made 
| absolute in spite of a claim of a debenture-holder who had not got 4 


| receiver appointed. ae 
| In the course of his judgment Lord Justice Vaughan Williams 
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stated that he did not know “ what effect the garnishee order abso- 
jute would have if made,” and we submit that a garnishee order may 
be a very different thing to an execution, as in order to enforce a 
garnishee order an execution would have to be issued against the 
effects of the garnishee, and possibly Lord Justice Vaughan Williams 
meant to convey that all he decided was that the plaintiff was 
entitled to have the garnishee order made absolute for what it was 
worth, but refrained from deciding that same could be forced by 
execution as against the debenture-holder. 

The matter seems to us to be one of considerable doubt, and in a 
recent case in the Bristol County Court Judge Austin decided that 
the decision in Zvans v. Rival Granite Quarries did not apply to an 
execution, and held that he was bound by the earlier iisien in 
Davey & Co. vy. Williamson & Sons (Limited) (1898, 2 Q. B. 194), 
and upheld the claim of the debenture-holder as against the execu- 
tion creditor, although no receiver had been appointed. 

The point is one of great practical importance, and if it can be 
shewn that the decision in vans v. Rival Granite Quarries 
(Limited) does apply to an execution, it would certainly be of 
advantage to the trading community. saRRY & HARRIs. 

50, Broad-street, Bristol, Dec. 13. 


[See leader on the subject.—Eb. S../.] 





Reversion Duty. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 

Sir,—Referring to the interesting article on reversion duty which 
appeared in your issue of the 10th of December, 1910, the following 
point occurs to me with regard to the incidence of such duty in the 
ese of determination of a lease by merger, where the lessor releases 
the reversion to the lessee. 

The Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, defines “ lessor” as including 
the person for the time being entitled to the reversion expectant on 
the determination of the lease. 

On the release of the reversion by the reversioner to the lessee the 
reversion must be taken out of the reversioner and become vested in 
the lessee before merger can take place and the lease be determined. 
Accordingly at the crucial moment of time when the lease determines 
(by merger) the lessee must be “ the lessor” as defined by the Act ; 
and consequently I submit that in such a case the grantee, and not 
the grantor, of the reversion is liable to account for and to pay the 
reversion duty. 

This result may not have been intended, but it appears to be 
inevitable ; and I should be glad to know if this point has had the 
consideration of the writer of the article above referred to, as it has 
a considerable bearing upon some of his observations. 

F. Joun THoROWGoop. 


J 


165, Friar-street, Reading, Dec. 12. 
[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Epb. S.J/.] 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—In the article in your issue of last week on reversion duty, 
the learned writer states that on the release of the reversion to the 
lessee, the reversion duty is payable by the lessor—i.c., the vendor. 
This surely is not the case? The term “lessor” as used in the Act 
of 1910, and in the article, means the person entitled to the rever- 
sion expectant on the expiration of the lease. Now, where a lease is 
merged by the reversion being conveyed to the lessee, the merger 
does not take place until the reversion becomes vested in the lessee, 
that is, when, and not before, the lessee acquires the reversion and 
becomes the reversioner. If, in fact, reversion duty ¢s payable in 
such a case, which is open to grave doubt, the duty must obviously 
be payable by the person in whom the reversion is vested at the 
moment the lease determines by merger in the reversion—z.e., the 
lessee to whom the reversion is conveyed, not by the person who 
has no interest in the property after his determination of the lease— 
t.¢., the lessor. 

If this be the case, there seems to be no reason for making any 
such provision ona sale by auction as is suggested by the writer 
of the article, and it appears to me, at any rate, that this condition, 
which has been inserted in some recent conditions of sale, expressly 
providing for fn eee of the reversion duty by the purchaser, in 
the event of the lessee purchasing, is founded on a complete mis- 
apprehension of the effect of section 13 of the Act of 1910. 

Dec. 12. A.PuzzLep CoNVEYANCER. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S./.] 








[t is announced that a Court of Claims was to sit at the Privy Council 
on Friday last to hear any claims that may be advanced to perform 
services at the Coronation. 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 
Debenture—Crystallization of Security—Garnishee Order. -- 


The floating security of a debenture-holder does not crystallize 
merely because a creditor of the company garnishes the company’s 
bank balance, nor because the debenture-holder demands payment 
of that balance to himself. The security is not fixed until the 
debenture-holder has in some way revoked his implied licence to 
the company to carry on business in the ordinary course— as, for 
example, by taking some steps to appoint a receiver.—EVANs Vv. 
Riva GRANITE QuaARRigs (Limtrep) (C.A., May 31) (54 Sortcrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 580 ; 1910, 2 K. B. 979). 


Return of Capital—Discrimination between Shares.—Section 
40 (1) of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, enables accumu 
lated profits “ which with the sanction of the shareholders may be 
distributed among the shareholders in the form of a dividend or 
bonus” to be returned “to the shareholders” in reduction of capital 
This sub-section does not make it necessary where capital is returned 
to return it to all such shareholders as may be entitled to a distri 
bution of profits. It is permissible to make a return of capital, for 
instance, only to holders of fully paid-up ordinary shares and 
not to holders of other ordinary shares.—NEALE v. CITY oF 
BIRMINGHAM Tramways Co. (Swinfen Eady, J., July 1) (54 
Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 651 ; 1910, 2 Ch. 464). 


Receiver and Manager for Debenture-holders—-Lien for Freight 
Due from the Company.—A receiver and manager appointed 
in a debenture holder’s action is not entitled (at any rate, without 
the leave of the court) to satisfy a lien for freight due from the 
company and unsatisfied. He is not the agent of the company for 
that purpose, even though he is carrying on the business without a 
| break and using the same bills of lading which gave rise to the lien. 
—WHINNEY v. Moss Steamsuie Co. (Lruirep) (C.A., July 23) (54 
Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 736 ; 1910, 2 K.B. 813). 


Winding-up—Scheme of Arrangement—Class Meetings. 
Holders of shares partly paid-up, with the uncalled baiance paid in 
advance of calls and carrying interest, may be entitled to meet as « 
separate class, apart from the holders of fully paid shares, if on a 
winding-up a scheme of arrangement is proposed which affects both: 
these groups.—Re Unirep Provipent Assurance Co, (LIMITED) 
(Swinfen Eady, J., July 26) (1910, 2 Ch. 477). 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


McDERMOTT v. OWNERS OF 88. ‘‘ TINTORETTO.”’ 
l4th Nov. ; 13th Dee. 
MASTER AND SeRVANT—WoORKMEN'’S COMPENSATION—‘‘ SEAMAN”’ 
Amount or Weekty PayMents—ComputaTion—‘‘ Pertop or His 
INCAPACITY MAINTENANCE AND Mepican Atrenpance—LiBILITY 





or Suipowners TO Derray—Mercuant Saippinc Acts, 1894 anp | 


1906—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, s. 7 l A) (BE); 

Scuepute l., s. 3 

W ages duet a aed n between the date of an accident and his dia 
charge by the shipowne lo not come within the words ‘ payment, 
allowance or benent’”’ in section 3 of Schedule 1. of the Act of 1906. 

Held, therefore, that the unty court judge was right in declining 
to have regard to eight days’ wages due to a seaman between the 
happening of the accident and his discharge, as the words ‘‘ during the 
period of his incapacity’’ mean the whole period in which the ship 
owner ia liable t pay ct m pensatie n. 


Decision of the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., end Farwell, 


L.J., Kennedy, L..J., dissenting) (53 Soticrrors’ JournaL, 650; 1909, 2 
K. B. 704, 78 L. J. K. B. 1144) reversed. 


Appeal by the applicant from an order of the Court of Appeal 
(Kennedy, L.J., dissentiente), which reversed a decision of the county 
court judge at Liverpool. The applicant McDermott was a seaman 
on board the ss. 7'intoretto, and broke his thigh by an accident on 
the 2lst of December, 1908. On the 29th of December, 1908, he was 
discharged and placed in hospital in New York. He recovered suffi- 
ciently to bear the journey to England, where he arrived on the 11th 
of March, 1909, still incapable of work. The owners of The Tintoretto 
aid him his wages from the 21st of December to the 29th of December. 
They also paid his medical and surgical expenses and maintenance in 
hospital in New York. They were obliged to pay wages and the rest 
under the Merchant Shipping Acts. Further, they admitted their 
liability to pay him compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act in respect of his incapacity from the 11th of March, 1909, when he 
returned to England. But the owners said that the county court judge 
in assessing that compensation ought to have had regard to the eight 
days’ wages which the man received from his employers between 
the 2lst and 29th of December, and ought to have made some, if only 
a nominal, deduction accordingly. That contention of the employers 
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rested on section 3 of the first schedule of the Workmen’s Compensa- 


| tion Act, 1906, which enacts: ‘‘ In fixing the amount of the weekly 


compensation regard shall be had to any payment, allowance or benefit 
which the workman may receive from the employers during the period 
f his incapacity.’’ The majority of the Court of Appeal, in constru- 
ing this section, held that the words ‘‘ during the period of his incapa- 
ity’’ did not mean during the period in which the shipowner was 
liable to pay compensation. Lord Justice Kennedy, who dissented, 
ame to the conclusion that the section in question did not apply to the 
bligatory payment of wages which the seaman received by virtue of 
the Merchant Shipping Acts, and pointed out that the result of holding 
otherwise would be inequitable towards the seaman. From that judg- 
ment the applicant appealed, and was granted leave to sue in their 
Lordships’ House in formd pauperis. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be allowed, 
said it was obvious, and was not disputed at the Bar, that some limita- 
tion must be imposed on the wide words of the Act of 1906, and the 
only question was what that limitation should be. We must, he said, 
in my opinion, seek for it in the scheme of the two Acts with which 
this case is concerned. I will present it quite summarily. When a 
seaman meets with an accident at sea which disables him he must be 


| paid his wages till he reaches a port where he can be discharged. 


Further, if he is discharged at a foreign port the owners must main- 


| tain him with medical aid until he is able to travel and reaches a port 


in this country. That is under the Merchant Shipping Acts. Then 
the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, takes up the tale. Before 
1906 the seaman was not within the Act. In 1906 the right to com- 
pensation for accidental injury was extended to seamen, to begin when 
the injured seaman ceases to be entitled to maintenance. It is clear 
that compensation is to begin exactly where the right to maintenance 
ends. Reading the words of the Act which we have to construe in the 
light of what I have just said I have no difficulty in seeing where their 
generality is limited. It is not every payment, allowance or benefit 
which the workman may receive from the employer during the period 


| of his incapacity that the county court judge must have regard to; it 


is only such as are received in respect of the incapacity, and received 
in respect of that period of it which is covered by the compensation. 
It means, in short, that the man is not to be paid twice over by the 
verlapping benefits derived from two separate Acts of Parliament. I 
feel no hesitation in reading such words into the statute. The same 


| thing has been done by the House before, notably in interpreting the 


Succession Duty Act in order to avoid a plain absurdity. In this care 


| it is necessary, in order to avoid a plain frustration of the obvious in- 


tention of the Legislature. 

The Earl of Hatspvry was of the same opinion. It appeared to him 
that the House had been required as usual to deal as best it could 
with the slipshod phraseology of this Act of Parliament. He thought 
the question could be solved by saying that the payments—and he ured 


| the word ‘“‘ payments’ in their strict sense—were not to overlap. 


Lord ATKINSON and Lord SHaw or DunreRMttneE both read judgments 
in favour of the appeal being allowed. The appeal was therefore 


| allowed, with costs below, and with such costs as were usual in an 
appeal in formd pauperis in this House.—CounseL, 2. Stewart-Brown, 


kK.C., and H. H. Harding, for the appellant; Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., 
and PR. Seger, for the respondents. Soritrrors, Windybank & Co., for 
Fox & Bradley, Liverpool; Botterell d& Roche, for Weightman, Pedder, 


| & Co ’ Liverpool. 


[Reported by Ensxtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


KITCHENHAM ». OWNER OF 8S. ‘‘ JOHANNESBURG.” LEECH vr. 
OAKLEY, STREET, & CO. No.2. 3rd Dec. 

MastTeR AND Servant—Workmen’s CompeNsaTION—SpeaMAN—ACCI- 
pent Wuite Returninc To Vesset—Accipent ARISING OvuT OF AND 
IN THE Course OF EmPLOyMENT—WoORKMEN’S ComPENSATION Act, 1906 
(6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 
lf a seaman who is absent from his ship with leave meets with an 

accident while returning to the vessel, such accident arises in the course 

of his employment, but it does not arise out of his employment tf it ts 


| an accident due to a danger to which he is exposed as a member of the 


public, but which danger is not incidental to his service on the ship. 

The first of these cases was an appeal from the county court judge 
of Brentford, and the second was an appeal from the judge of the City 
of London Court. Both appeals involved the same question—namely, 
whether an accident to a seaman on his way back to his ship arose ‘‘ out 
of and in the course of his employment.’’ In the circumstances set out 
in the judgment below 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fietcner Movtton and 
Farwett, L.JJ.) allowed the first appeal and dismissed the second. 

FiercHer Movtton, L.J., in delivering judgment, referred to the 
case of Moore v. Manchester Liners (Limited) (1901, 1 K. B. 417; 1910, 
A. C. 498), and held it was settled that when a ship is in port and a 
sailor goes on shore with leave, his employment is not interrupted 
thereby. The second issue was whether the accident arose “‘ out of ” 
his employment. By going on shore with leave the seaman does not 
interrupt the course of his employment, but any accident that occurs 
during the period of his being on shore is generally, if not neces- 
sarily, due to a danger to which he is exposed as a member of the 
public, and not as one of the crew of the ship, and therefore is one 
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which does not “arise out of his employment.” But if, whether in | 
his hours of leisure or not, it becomes necessary for him in fulfilment | 
of his employment to get on board his vessel, an accident occurring in 
his doing so is mete. an accident arising out of his employment, 
because it is due to a danger incidental to his service in that ship. In 
the cases before us the accident occurred on the return of the seaman 
to the ship immediately prior to his actually getting on board. This is 
the critical moment when the dangers to which he is exposed change | 
from being of the one class to being of the other class, and it will | 
frequently be a difficult task to draw the line between the two. But I | 
do not think it difficult to lay down the general principle by which our | 
decisions ought to be guided. The return to the ship is in the course 

of his employment, but the risks do not become risks arising out of his 

employment until he has to do something specifically connected with | 
his employment on the ship. Thus, if the risk is one due to the means | 
oi access to the ship, as in Moore v. Manchester Liners (supra), | 
the accident is rightly said to arise out of his employment; but if the | 
accident is shown to arise from something not specifically connected 

with the ship it cannot be said to arise out of his employment. I do 

not think that the dividing line is when he actually touches the shir 

or the special means of access thereto. For instance, if it was shown | 
that when the sailor returned to the ship there was a dense fog, and 

that in trying to find the gangway, which I will suppose was not lighted, 

he fell in the water and was drowned, I think that the accident would 

arise out of his employment. But if all that is shown is that it 

occurred during his return to the ship, but while he was still on the 

shore, and before he had taken any specific step towards getting on 

board the vessel, I think that would not thereby be established that 

the accident arose out of his employment. In my opinion the facts of 

the two cases which are before us for decision place them respectively 

on the one and on the other side of this narrow dividing line. In | 
Leach v. Oakley, Street, d& Co. another vessel was lying between the 
Portslade, which was the vessel on which the seaman served, and the 
wharf, and access to the Portslade was by means of a gangway placed 

between it and the other ship. The deceased was returning to the ship 

after going on shore with leave, and he had arrived at, and passed 

n to, this gangway when the accident occurred. It would seem that 

the gangway slipped and turned upside down. The man fell into the 

water and was drowned. This case is indistinguishable from Moore v. 

Vanchester Liners (supra). The applicant is entitled to succeed, and 

the appeal must be dismissed with costs. In Kitchenham v. The 

Owners of the Steamship Johannesburg the access to the ship was by a 

gangway which led from the wharf to the ship. It was sufficiently lit 

by a hanging lamp on the davits and a light on the quay at the shore 
end, and it was provided with guide ropes. The evidence shews that 
the sailor, on returning to the ship, after being absent with leave, came 

upon the wharf and walked towards the ship’s gangway. It was not 
shewn that he ever reached that gangway, and from the evidence of 
the ship’s watchman to the effect that he did not hear anyone on the 
gangway, I should conclude that he never did reach it. A splash was 

heard a little abaft the inboard end of the gangway, and there was a 

ry from some person unknown of ‘‘ Man overboard.’’ This is all the 

material evidence. In my opinion, this is not sufficient to negative the 

possibility that the accident was due to an accidental slip on the wharf 
or to the sailor having gone to the edge of the wharf for his own 
purposes (perhaps to look over in order to_see the state of the tide) and 
fallen over. It is not the duty of the court to speculate on such | 
matters. It is for the applicant to prove that the accident arose ‘‘ out 
of’ the employment, and if the evidence is not sufficient to establish 
this the claim fails. I am of opinion that the evidence in this case | 
falls short of what is necessary, and though one may think it possible, | 
and even probable, that he was going on to the gangway when the | 
accident occurred, this is not established with that reasonable certainty | 
which the court requires from a plaintiff in the proof of his case. I | 
am therefore of opinion that this appeal must be allowed with costs. 

Farwett, L.J., delivered a judgment to the same effect, with which | 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., also concurred.—Counsex, Neilson; F. M. | 
Pollock, K.C., and S. J. Duncan; C. A. Russell, K.C., and Harold 
Brandon. Sotticrrors, J. J. Hands; C. G. Lindo; Lonsdale & 
Everidge ; Holman, Birdwood, & Co. 
[Reported by J. I. Streiine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
MONCKTON ». GRAMOPHONE CO. (LIM.). Joyce, J. 
5th and 6th Dee. 


Copyricut at Common LAw—INFRINGEMENT—MvsicaL Composit1on— 
Ricuts or Composer AFTER PusLication—RePrRopucTioN—EXCLUSIVE 
PERFORMANCE—G RAMOPHONE— INJUNCTION. 


The composer of the music of a song has no remedy at common 
law, after publication, against a person who, without authorisation, 
copies that music on to gramophone records and publishes and sells such | 
records. 

Boosey v. Whight (48 W. R. 228; 1900, 1 CA. 122) applied. 

This was an action by the composer of a song for a declaration that he | 
was exclusively entitled to make or authorize the making of gramophone | 
sheets forthe performance of his song; for an injunction to restrain the | 
making, selling, publishing, or using of such sheets; for delivery up of 

ts ; for an account of profits ; and for damages. The plaintiff had written 
and published the words and music of a song entitled ‘‘ Moonstruck.”’ On | 





each published copy of it there appeared the words, ‘‘ Public perform- 
ance of all or any part of the work strictly forbidden.’’ The defen- 
dants, who were manufacturers of gramophones and gramophone re- 
cords, copied the music of the plaintiff's song on to sheets of vulcanised 


| indiarubber, which they sold as gramophone records for use with their 


gramophones. The notation of these records was, according to the 
defendants’ evidence, not decipherable by itself, and the records were 
valueless apart from the gramophone. It was argued on behalf of the 
plaintiff that the records were in fact decipherable, and, further, that 
the publication by the plaintiff was such a limited or conditional publi- 
cation as did not take away or affect the proprietary rights, in regard 
to reproduction and performance, which he had before publication. 
The defendants were not called upon. 

Joyce, J.—This is a question of right of reproduction. It is an 
attempt to claim the same right as was claimed in Boosey v. Whight (48 
W. R. 228; 1900, 1 Ch. 122), and was there refused. After publication 
to the world has taken place, as in this case, there is no right except 
such as may arise by statute. The plaintiff here makes no claim to 
statutory copyright, and his claim therefore fails and must be dismissed 
with costs.—Counset, Hughes, K.C., and /selin; Danckwerts, B.C., 
Younger, K.C., Sebastian and Macgillivray. Soricrrors, H, Percy 
Becher; Broad & Co, 

{Reported by H. F. Cnerrie, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ISGOED JONES ». LLANWRST URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Parker, J. 3rd to 17th Nov. ; 6th Dee. 
RiveR—RipPaRian PRopRIETOR—POLLUTION oF WATER BY SEWwAGE— 
NvISANCE—TRESPASS—INJUNCTION. 

The owner of land upon the banks of a river can maintain a suit to 

restrain the pollution of the water of the river without shewing that 


| the pollution has caused him actual damage. 


The plaintiff was the owner of property bounded on the west side by 
the River Conway. The land immediately adjoining the river on the 
plaintiff’s side consisted of low-lying fields, which were subject to 
floods at periods of high water. These fields were in the possession of 
a yearly tenant. The plaintiff complained that the defendant council, by 
permitting the discharge of sewage in a crude state into the river, 
seriously polluted the water opposite his property, making it unfit for 
the watering of cattle and for other domestic purposes. The plaintiff 
also complained that fecal and other sewage matter was deposited upon 
his banks. Upon the evidence before him his lordship found that the 
sewage did sensibly diminish the purity of the water opposite the plain- 
tiff's property, and that at times, principally owing to backwashes and 
under currents in the river, fecal and other sewage matter was de- 
posited on the bed of the river close to the plaintiff's property and 
upon his banks. 

Parker, J., said that a riparian owner on the banks of a natural 
stream was entitled to the flow of the water past his property in its 
natural state of purity, and unpolluted by noxious matter discharged 
into it by others. Anyone who polluted this water infringed his right 
of property, and for that reason he could maintain an action without 
proving that he had suffered any actual damage (see Lyon v. The Fish- 
mongers’ Company, 24 W. R. 1, 1 App. Cas. 662; North Shore Railway 
Co. v. Pion, 14 App. Cas. 612, and Crossley v. Lightowler, 2 Ch. 478). 
With regard to the second complaint, anyone who discharged fecal 
matter, or allowed facal matter collected by him to escape into a river 
in such a manner that it was carried, either by the current or the wind 
on to his neighbour’s property,ewas guilty of a trespass (see Pylands v. 
Fletcher, L. R. 1 Exch. 265, 3 H. L. 330, and Foster v. Urban 
District Council of Warblington, 1906, 1 K. B. 648; 54 W. R. 575). 
His lordship therefore granted an injunction restraining the defendant 
council from causing or permitting the sewage to pass into the river 
until the same had been sufficiently purified by the removal of foul 


| matter, so as not to pollute the water in the ,river opposite the plaintiff’s 


banks, and from allowing any solids to escape so as to accumulate on 
the bed of the river or upon the plaintiff's land so as to be a nuisance. 
The operation of the injunction was suspended for a period of eighteen 
months.—CounseL, Romer, K.C., and Hewitt; Macmorran, K.C., and 
Tomlin. Sowscrrors, Johnson & Stokes, for Chamberlain & Johnson, 
Llandudno; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for Porter, Amphlett, & Jones, 
Llanrwst. 
[Reported by F. Brices, Barrister-at-Law.) 


READING CORPORATION v. FEWSTER. Eve, J. 6th Dec. 
Practice—TRansFeR TO County Court—EquitaBte Action—County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 69. 

The court will not order the transfer of a Chancery action to the 
county court, where the hearing must take a considerable time and 


| might prevent other litigants from getting a speedy determination of 


their causes. 

This was a procedure summons by the defendant adjourned into 
court asking for an order that the action might be transferred to the 
county court. The action, which had been commenced in the Chancery 


| Division, was for a declaration that a sum of £38 was a charge on the 


defendant's premises and for incidental relief. The defendant was the 
owner of a house fronting a road in the plaintiffs’ borough, and the 
plaintiffs as urban sanitary authority having executed certain work on 
the road claimed the sum or £38 as the defendant's proportion of the 
expense under the Public Health Act, 1875. The defendant alleged 
that the road was repairable by the inhabitants at large, and offered to 
pay the sum in question inte court. The total amount payable by the 
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owners, including the defendant, was £297. The principal question | doubt good service might sometimes be effected by dropping the order 


to be tried was whether the road was a highway, which the defendant 
alleged could be tried at less expense in the county court. Picard v. 
Hine (18 L. T. 705) and Grimshaw v. Parker (Times, 2nd Dec., 1910 
were referred to 

Eve, J., said the action was one involving the calling of about twenty 
witnesses, and raised questions of law which would have to be argued. 
The court ought not to order a transfer to the County Court, where 
the hearing of the action would take a considerable time, and might 
consequently prevent other litigants in the County Court from getting 
a speedy trial of their causes. The application, therefore, must be 
refused.—Counset, Lawrence, K.C., and Fleetwood Pritchard; J. E. 
Harman. Sorscrrors, Sharpe, Pritchard & Co., for W. 8. Clutterbuck, 
Reading ; Gribble, Oddie & Co., for Hewitt & Churchill, Reading. 

(Reported by 8. BE. Wiitrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
ROSE +. KEMPTHORNE. Div. Court. 7th Dee. 


Practrice—County Court—Discovery—PERSONAL SERVICE 


The mere fa 
be served upon the solicitor acting for the party against whom the order 
is made does not render the touching of such party by a process-server 
of personal service of the order, an assault. Merely 
of the party to he pers ynally 
act ording to the circumstances 


n the course 
dr ypping a writ or order in the presence 
served may may not be good service 
of the case 
This was a case stated by the justices for the borough of Harwich. 
An information was preferred by A. E. Kempthorne, physician and 
surgeon (hereinafter called the respondent), under 24 & 25 Vict., c. 100, 
s. 42, against F. J. Rose, hereinafter called the appellant), for that 
sppellant on the 18th of May, 1910, did unlawfully assault and beat 
him, the respondent. At the hearing the following facts were proved : 
(a) That the respondent was, on the 18th of May, 1910, the defendant 
in an action in the county court of Harwich, in which action an order 
for discovery of documents had been made against him. (+) That the 
respondent was proceeding along Church-street, Harwich, to the Great 
Eastern Railway Station, to catch the 12.30 p.m. train, when he was 
overtaken by the appellant, who, acting on behalf of the solicitor to the 
plaintiff in the said county court action, said to him, ‘* Wait a minute, 
doctor; I have something for you,”’ at the same time tendering him 
the said order for discovery, which the respondent declined to accept, 
saying, ‘‘ You know perfectly well who is representing me in the county 
court. I refuse to accept and peruse documents in the public street.’ 
(c) The appellant thereupon thrust the document into the inner fold 
of the respondent's coat, which was unbuttoned at the time, and the 
respondent opened his coat, causing the document to fall into the gutter 
in tie street, where it remained until taken to the police station. The 
justices decided that an assault had been committed by the appellant 
upon the respondent, inasmuch as the appellant had unnecessarily and 
against the will of the respondent touched him in a manner likely to 
cause a breach of the peace. They were further of opinion that the 
order of the county court would have been effectually served by the 
appellant's drawing the attention of the respondent to the document, 
and by dropping it into the street in his presence upon his declining 
to» accept it, but that the appellant was not justified in laying hands 
upon the respondent. They accordingly convicted the appellant of the 
offence charged, and fined him 1s., with 10s. costs. The question for 
the opinion of the court was whether the justices, upon the above state 
ment of facts, came to a correct determination in point of law. It 
was contended for the appellant that under some circumstances a pro 
cess-server might lay hands on the man whom he had to serve : Harri- 
aon v. Hodgson (10 B. & C. 445). In the present case the appellant did 
nothing beyond what was necessary to bring the order to the notice of 
the respondent. For the respondent, it was argued that since solicitors 
were acting on both sides, the proper method would have been to have 
elected to serve the respondent’s solicitor in accordance with ord. 23, 
r. 6, of the County Court Rules. The justices regarded the 
assault as merely technical, and only ordered the appellant to pay the 


ASSAULT. | 


t that an order for discovery in the county court muy | 


costs of the summons, amounting to ten shillings, but the appellant | 


elected to be fined in order to take the opinion of the High Court upon 
the point. In any event, the method adopted by the appellant was 
wrong, as the order might have been served by calling the respondent's 
notice to the nature of the document, and dropping it at his feet : 
Thompson v. Pheney (1 Dow. 441). 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in giving judgment, said that the magis- 
trates convicted the appellant, and it was necessary to see whether there 
was any evidence to support such a conviction. The court was bound 
by any finding of fact, and it was necessary to see what the finding of 
fact was. If the only finding of fact by the magistrates had been that 
the amount of touching was unnecessary, and that it amounted to 
an assault, the court would have been in a difficulty. But in finding 
that ‘“‘an assault had been committed by the appellant upon the 
respondent inasmuch as the appellant had unnecessarily, and against 
the will of the respondent, touched him in a manner likely to cause a 
breach of the peace,’”’ the magistrates had established a test which was 
not a right one. They considered that, because there was an alternative 
anode of service, the touching of the respondent was unnecessary. No 


in the street in the presence of the party to be served. But in other 
cases it might not, as where a party to a suit refused to peruse the 
document, thereby leaving it open to himself to say that he did not 
know its contents, which might support an argument that the service. 
for the purpose of attachment, was bad. In this case the appellant 
had before him a man whom he was entitled to serve personally. lj 
he did was to endeavour to put the document in his coat, not touching 
him more than was necessary to bring it to the respondent’s notice. 
That was the evidence. It was only equivalent to placing the docum»nt 
on the respondent’s shoulder, a method which it was admitted would 
constitute good service. As the magistrates convicted because they 
thought the respondent need not have been touched at all, they had 
——- upon a wrong ground, and the conviction ought to be 
quasned. 

Pickrorp and Avory, JJ., concurred.—Counskt, F. Phillips; Gerald 
Dodson. Sorscrrors, Morris & Bristow, for F. P. Sutthery, Chelms- 
ford; Arthur Wrinch, for Leighton.& Pretty, Ipswich. 

[Reported by W. 8S. Dixon, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


WOODBRIDGE & SONS yr. BELLAMY. Eve, J. 6th Dec. 


SoLIcITOR—AGREEMENT BY CLERK NOT TO PRACTISE—PROHIBITED AREA~— 
OFFICE OUTSIDE AREA—WRITING TO CLIENT WITHIN AREA. 


The defendant on entering the plaintiffs’ service agreed that he would 
not at any time carry on the business of a solicitor within a certai 
After leaving the plaintiffs’ service the defendant opened an 


f 


area, 
office outside the prohibited area, and on one occasion was consulted « 
his office by a client who lived within the area. 

Held, that this was a breach of the agreement. 

This was a motion to restrain the defendant from carrying on the 
profession of a solicitor within a certain area in breach of an agreement 
to that effect. The plaintiffs were a firm of solicitors carrying oa 
business at Brentford and in London, and in March, 1902, they adver 
tised for a managing clerk. In reply to such advertisement the de 
fendant, a solicitor, called upon the plaintiffs at their London office, 
and subject to references was engaged by them at a salary of £140. On 
the 4th of April the plaintiffs wrote: ‘‘ We shall be glad to engaze 
your services and to have the benefit of them at the earliest moment. 
We understand from your letter that you can be with us on the 17th. 
We shall be glad if you will be here on that date accordingly.’’ On 
the 16th of April the defendant commenced his duties, and on that 
date signed the following agreement : ‘‘ In consideration of your agree 
ing to employ me in your business as solicitors at your offices at Ser 
jeant’s-inn and Brentford in the capacity of conveyancing clerk at 
both offices and as representative advocate at Brentford at a salary of 
£140 per annum, I hereby undertake and agree that I will not at any 
time during my employment or after the determination thereof (1 
Divulge or disclose secrets or information coming to my knowledge in 
the course of my employment or relating to the business ; (2) Carry on 
within five miles of the Town Hall, Brentford, the profession of a 
solicitor either directly or indirectly.’”’ The defendant remained wit! 
the plaintiffs’ firm until March, 1909, when he left on a three months’ 
notice, and took an office outside the prohibited area, though he con 
tinued to reside at Brentford. Subsequently the plaintiffs discovered 
that the defendant had done business for a former client of the plain 
tiffs residing within the prohibited area, though the business was trans 
acted at the defendant’s London office. It was contended on behalf 
of the defendant (1) that there was no consideration for the under 
taking, as the plaintiffs had already agreed by letter to employ the 
defendant ; (2) that the restraint was too wide, as it prevented him from 
carrying on the business of a solicitor generally, whereas he was only 
engaged for specific duties ; and (3) that he had not committed a breac! 
of the undertaking since the act complained of was not carrying ov 
the business of a solicitor within the prohibited area. Among the cases 
cited was Edmundson v. Render (53 W. R. 632; 1905, 2 Ch. 320). 

Eve, J.—On the 16th of April, 1902, the defendant entered the ser 
vice of the plaintiffs as solicitor’s clerk. The plaintiffs advertised for 
a clerk to do advocacy work at their branch business at Brentford, and 
to assist in the conveyancing at the London office. On the 16th of 
April there was an interview between the parties, and the defendant 


| signed an undertaking which shews the terms of the service, though it 


| injunction. 


was said that the real agreement between the parties was concluded by 
tetter before that date. The relation continued until March, 1909 
when the defendant left the plaintiffs’ service, and on the plaintiffs 
discovering what they alleged to be a breach of the agreement they 
brought this action to enforce its terms, and now claimed an interim 
The defendant, while not denying the undertaking, say: 
that it contained new matter for which there was no consideration, 
and he further says that the restraint is too wide, and that he has no‘ 
committed any breach. The first question, therefore, is whether the 
undertaking constitutes a concluded agreement. The plaintiffs agreed 
by letter to engage the defendant at a salary of £140, and at an inter 
view on the 16th of April the defendant signed the undertaking. That 
was a document signed by a solicitor who was about to commence hi- 
duties as a clerk, and it is not possible to say, as the defendant alleges, 


that there was a concluded agreement before that date. Then it wae 
said that the undertaking contained new matter, for which there war 
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no consideration. But in my opinion it contained only a necessary | ’ 

condition of the service, and i bound to infer that if the defendant | Law Students Journal. 
had objected to it the plaintiffs would have determined the relation. s 

think, therefore, that there was sufficient consideration. Then it was The Law Society. 


said that the restraint was too wide, being unlimited as to time, but Pee nie Prise a ; 
having regard to the decision in Jacoby v. Whitmore (49 L. T. 335) it is HONOURS EXAMINATION.—Novemser, 1910. 

not open to me to hold that the agreement is not enforceable on that At the examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the 
ground. It is further said that the restraint is too wide because the Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
engagement was for specific duties and the restraint is of a general | recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 
nature. I do not, however, think the right way to regard a solicitor’s 
business is to split it up into departments, and the plaintiffs are entitled 
to protect themselves by prohibiting the carrying on of a solicitor’s Witu1m Hersert Poutrrr, LL.B. Liverpool, who served his clerk- 
business generally. Lastly, it is said that the defendant has not carried ship with Mr. Charles Collins, of Liverpool 

on business within the prohibited area. Carrying on business is a 
term of elastic character, or as Knight-Bruce, V.C., said, a flexible 
expression. Here the defendant, who resided in the prohibited area, (In Alphabetical Order.) 

was consulted at his office in London by a former client of the plaintiffs Henry Cecu, Cuatker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
living within the area. It is said that that is not carrying on business Chalker, of Wakefield, and Messrs. Gribble, Oddie, Sinclair, Rowlatt, 
within the radius. I cannot accede to that argument. It is not neces 


First Cuass. 


Seconp Chass. 


& Johnson, of London. 


fee Fo pare sted te agg a gegen Leonarp Grorce Cravurorp, B.A., LL.B. Camb., who served his 
’ r , ; —— clerkship with Mr. Philip John Rutland, of London. 
must therefore hold that there has been a breach of the agreement, and ALAN DE Penninoton, LL.B. London, who served his clerkship with 


grant an injunction.—CounseLt, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Ribton; ie eis arom * . ome ok Mision edaitie & Winans 
Clayton, K.C., and Bovill. So.icrrors, W. H. Dale; W. H. Bellamy. aon ae n, of the firm of Messrs. Radcliffes & Higginson, 
(Reported by 8. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.) Davip Duncan Smirn, who served his clerkship with Mr. David 

Re 8., A SOLICITOR OF THE SUPREME COURT (TAXATION OF =— Puncan Smith, of Sunderland, : ny ates 
COSTS). Warringt J. 9th Dee Harotp Epwarp Swatiow, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin 

a ” arrnen, = _— Docker, of Birmingham. 
Costs—TaxaTion—OrpER OF Courskr—NON-DISCLOSURE OF MATERIAL Cuartes Humpnaty Woorrycn, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Facrs—Orper or Course DiscHarcen. William Silverwood Cope, of London. 

A client of a solicitor who had acted in certain proceedings on behalf 


of this client and 124 others obtained a common order to tax upon a Puirp Crass. 


petition of course, which omitted to state material facts, including the (In Alphabetical Order.) 
od Seite pay = adiy of costs in respect of the proceedings had Ciraup Bennion, B.A., LL.B. Camb., who served his clerkship with 
Pg — Mr. Henry Cooke, of London. 
Held, the order must be discharged. Nort Berrince, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Howard 


This was a motion by a solicitor seeking to discharge an order made | Barrett, of the firm of Messrs. Eardley Holt, Lightly & Barrett, and 
upon a petition of course directing taxation of the solicitor’s bill of | Mr. Charles Alfred Morton Lightly, of the firm of Messrs. Eardley 
costs. The ground of the application was that the petition of course Holt, Lightly & Co., both of London. 

did not disclose certain material facts which, if disclosed, would have Freperick JoHN Butter-FLeminc, who served his clerkship with 
disentitled the petitioner to obtain such an order. The facts were | Mr. Alfred Gaukroger, of Bradford. 

these. In 1907 De Dion-Bonton (1907) (Limited) issued a prospectus ReGinatp Cutten Catvert, LL.B. London, who served his clerkship 
inviting subscriptions for shares, and a number of shares were sub- | with Mr. Rhodes Kennedy Calvert, of Leeds, and Messrs. Bell, Brod 
scribed for. There were statements in the prospectus which, as it was | rick & Gray, of London. 


alleged, were not justified by the facts, and a large number of share-| Crype Cuarrett, who served his clerkship with Mr. Empson Alcock, 
holders took proceedings to have their names removed from the register | M.A., of Burslem, and Mr. Montague Alfred Orgill, of London 
of members. Amongst them was a Mr. Albrecht with 124 other persons. | James Henry Ciaprerton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 


They subscribed a fund for the purpdése of providing for the costs of | Penman (deceased), formerly of the firm of Messrs. Davies, Balkwill & 
the proceedings. Mr. Albrecht and the 124 other persons instructed the | Penman, and Mr. George Francis Bell, of the firm of Messrs. Davies, 
solicitor to act as their solicitor in the matter, and he took separate | Balkwill & Bell, both of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

retainers from each of them. Ultimately an arrangement was come to,| Nor. Ortver CrarKke, M.A. Oxon., who served his clerkship with 
by which the company agreed to pay the applicants’ costs as between | Mr. Guy Fallows Clarke, of the firm of Messrs. J. B. Clarke & Co., 
solicitor and client. Meanwhile, Mr. Albrecht, on behalf himself and | of Birmingham, and Messrs. Church, Rendell & Co., of London. 

the 124 persons, had paid £120 to the solicitor. The net result of the | James Dickinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Lewis 
arrangement was that the company, without any formal taxation, | Frederic McNair, of the firm of Messrs. Thomas Cooper & Co., of 
settled the solicitor’s bill in discharge of the solicitor and client costs. | London. 

The solicitor still had the £120, and some papers given to him by Mr. | Atrrep Cyru Fiewirr, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 


Albrecht. The solicitor was ready and willing to hand over the £120} William Barrows, of the firm of Messrs. Turner, Barrows & Moss, of 
to the persons entitled, and the papers to Mr. Albrecht. In these cir- | Nottingham. ° 
cumstances, Mr. Albrecht presented a petition for a common order to FerMIAN LE Neve Foster, who served his clerkship with Mr. Litch 


tax, in which none of the special facts which have been mentioned | field Thomas Cambage Meek, of Birmingham, and Mr. John MeNeile 
were disclosed, so that it did not appear on the petition that there had | Miller, of London. 

been 125 applicants, or that the solicitor’s bill of costs had been paid, Epwarp Norman Gunpitt, LL.B. Leeds, who served his clerkship 
or that it had been paid by a third party—the company. The present | with Mr. James Moxon, of the firm of Messrs. Moxon & Barker, of 


applicant, the solicitor, contended that these facts, had they been | Pontefract. ° 

disclosed, would have been a complete answer to the claim. Sypney Harotp Haynes, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Warrinoton, J., said that the only question which he had to deter- | Hepworth & Co., of London. 

mine was whether a client was justified in obtaining a common order Sypney Hersert Hayter, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 

to tax against his solicitor upon a common form petition, stating that | Asplin, of the firm of Messrs. Hatten & Asplin, of Gray's Thurrock. 

the petitioner had employed the respondent as his solicitor, that he Gerorce Warriner Keesie, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 


was desirous of obtaining the papers in the possession of the said | Bradshaw Batty, of the firm of Messrs. Batty, Ford & Buckley, of 
solicitor, belonging to the petitioner, and that the said solicitor refused | Manchester. 

to deliver up the same until his bill of costs had been paid, and other| Grorrrey Gooprrr Kersuaw, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
common form allegations. The present motion was a motion to dis- | William Cluley Lord, of the firm of Messrs. Sale & Co., of Manchester. 
charge that order, and had nothing to do with any right of the client to Writi1am Carrer Linay, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
obtain any special order. To take only the most material of the special | Walter Hall, of the firm of Messrs. Sorby, Hall & Richardson, of 
facts which, as already mentioned, had not been stated in the petition, | Sheffield. 





it had not been stated that the costs had been paid by the company. Grorce Lister, who served his clerkship with Messrs. E. B. Wilson 
The order was an order for delivery of a bill in respect of all the costs | & Topham, of Mirfield. 

incurred on behalf of the client, not in respect of part of the costs. James Mitner, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Henry 
If the solicitor complied, he would have to deliver a bill for all the | Milner, of Leeds. , 
costs ; that was a bill which had been settled and paid by a third person. Tuomas Watter Sarnt, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 


What his lordship proposed to do would not prevent the petitioner from | Martin, of London 


_ enforcing any rights which he might have, if there were such, against | Freperick Leopoty Stewarp, M.A. Oxon., who served his clerkship 


the solicitor. What his lordship decided was that Mr. Albrecht had no| with Mr. Samuel Southall, of Worcester, and Mr. Alfred Curtis Bird, 
right under a common order of course to obtain relief, which could only | of the firm of Messrs. Church, Rendell & Co., of London 

have been obtained by some special application. The order to tax must} Tuomas Raten Taytor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
therefore be discharged.—CounskL, for the motion, Gore Browne, K.C., | Standring, of the firms of Messrs. Standring, Taylor & Co., of Roch- 
and Eustace Smith; for Mr. Albrecht, Ashton Cross. Soxicrrors,| dale, and Messrs. J. & E. Whitworth, of Manchester. 

the Solicitor; M. J. Jarvis. Davip Tuomas, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward Alfred 


[Reported by Percy T. Canpen, Barrister-at-Law.] | Crabb, of Abergele. 
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HaRoLp Asnwait Wesrrore, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Robert William Aske, LL.D., of Hull. 

The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given a clags certi 
ficate and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Pollitt.—The Clement’s Inn prize (value about £10) and che 
Daniel Reardon prize (value about 20 guineas) 

To Mr. Crauford.—The John Mackrell prize (value about £9). 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the 
second and third classes. 

FKighty-three candidates gave notice for the examination. 

By order of the Council, 

8. P. B. Bucknit, Secretary. 

London, W.C., Dec. 9. 


Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, 


Examinations at the Law Society in the Year 1910. 
SPECIAL PRIZES OPEN TO ALL CANDIDATES. 
Tue Scorr ScHOLARSHIP. 
Ivor Jackson, B.A., LL.B. Camb., LL.1 

opinion of the Council the candidate best acquainted with the theory, 
principles, and practice of the law, they have awarded to him the 
scholarship founded by the late Mr. James Scott, of Lincoln's Inn 
Fields. Mr. Jackson served his articles of clerkship with Mr. Andrew 
M. Jackson, of the firm of Messrs. Andrew M. Jackson & Co., of Hull; 
and obtained the Clement's Inn and the Daniel Reardon prizes at the 
Honours examination held in June, 1910 


Tue Bropverie Prize 


Henry Morgan, having shown himself best acquainted with 
passed a 


Charles 
the law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, 
satisfactory examination, and attained honorary distinction, the Council 
have also awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded 
by the late Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s Inn. Mr. Morgan 
served his articles of clerkship with Mr. Thomas Wallace Robinson, of 
Birmingham ; and obtained second class Honours at the Honours ex 
amination held in January, 1910. 


Tue CiaBon Prize. 


Ivor Jackson, B.A., LL.B. Camb., LL.B. London, having shown 
himself best acquainted with the principles and practice of equity, 
passed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary 
distinction, the Council have awarded to him the prize founded by the 
late Mr. John Mexon Clabon, of Creat George-street, Westminster 
Mr Jackson served his articles of clerksbip is stated above. 


otherwise 


LOCAL PRIZES 


Tue Timepron Martin Prize ror Canpipates rrom LIvERPOOL 


William Herbert Pollitt, LL.B. Liverpool, who served two-thirds of 
his period of service in Liverpool, passed the best examination, and 
attained honorary distinction; the Council have awarded to him the 
gold medal founded by the late Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool 
Mr. Pollitt served his articles of clerkship with Mr. Charles Collins, 
of Liverpool ; and obtained the Clement's Inn and the Daniel Reardon 
prizes at the Honours examination held in November, 1910. 


Tue Joun Atkinson Prize ror CAaNnpipaTes From LIVERPOOL OR 
PRESTON. 


George Justin Lynskey, LL.M. Liverpool, who served two-thirds of 
his period of service in Liverpool, having shown himself best acquainted 
with the law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, other 
wise passed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary dis 
tinction, the Council have awarded to him the gold medal founded by 
the late Mr. Atkinson, of Liverpool. Mr. Lynskey served his articles 
of clerkship with Mr. George Jeremy Lynskey, of Liverpool ; and waa 
awarded the Law Society's prize at the Honours examination held in 
June, 1910. 

Tue Rurert Bremner Prize ror Canpipates FROM LIVERPOOL. 


George Justin Lynskey, LL.M. 
thirds of his period of service in Liverpool, having shown himself best 
acquainted with the law of common law and bankruptcy, otherwise 
passed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary distinction ; 
the Council have awarded him the Rupert Bremner prize, consisting 
of a gold medal, founded in memory of the late Mr. Rupert Bremner, 
of Liverpool. Mr. Lynskey served his articles of clerkship as stated 


above. 


Liverpool, who served two 


Tue Birwincuam Law Socrery’s Gotp Mepat. 


The examiners reported that there was no one qualified to take this 
prize. 
Ture Brreuincuam Law Soctrery’s Bronze Mepat. 
Harold Edward Swallow, having, from among the candidates whe 
passed two-thirds of their term of service with a me omber of the Bir 
and who has not taken the society's gold medal, 


mingham Law Society, 
the Council have 


attained honorary distinction in the second class, 


awarded to him the bronze medal of the Birmingham Law Society. 
Mr. Swallow served his articles of clerkship with Mr. Edwin Docker, 
of Birmingham ; 
examination held in November, 1910. 








London, being, in the | 


; 





and obtained second class honours at the Honours | 


| 





Great Ormond-street, 


| Tae SrepHen Heetis Prize ror CANDIDATES FROM MANCHESTER oR 
SALFORD. 


George Preston Rhodes, B.A. Oxon., who served two-thirds of his 
period of service in Manchester, having passed the best examination, 
and attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded him the 
gold medal founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of 
Manchester. Mr. Rhodes served his clerkship with Mr. John Walter 
Robson, of the firm of Messrs. Risque & Robson, of Manchester ; ani 
obtained second class honours at the Honours examination held in 
January, 1910. 

THe MeLiersn Prize. 


William Grant McLean and Charles Sydney Moore, from among 
candidates who have been articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, 
or who are the sons of solicitors who have resided and practised in 
either of those counties, having shown themselves best acquainted with 
the law of real property and the practice of conveyancing, the Council 
have awarded to each of them the prize founded by the late Mr. 
Robert Edmund Mellersh, of Godalming. Mr. McLean served his 
articles of clerkship with Mr. G. H. Fowler and Mr. G. F. Donne, of 
the firm of Messrs. J. K. Nye and Donne, both of Brighton ; and was 
awarded the New Inn prize at the Honours examination held in 
June, 1910. Mr. Moore served his articles of clerkship with Mr. A. E. 
Young, of the firm of Messrs. Young, Son & Coles, of Hastings; and 
was awarded the Law Society's prize at the Honours examination 
held in January, 1910. 

On report of the Examination Committee, and 
By order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucknit, 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., Dec. 9 


Secretary. 





Legal Nev ews. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


Cornetivs Seton Carpew and CxHartes Burney SHEPHERD, 
solicitors (Seton Cardew & Co.}j, 9, Southampton-street, Bloomsbury- 
London, Dec. 1. Such business will be carried on in the 


square, 
said Cornelius Seton Cardew [Gazette, Dec. 13. 


future by the 


Information Required. 


MISS JESSIE YOUNG, DECEASED.—Any person having 
ustody or knowing anything of the will, dated 1st June, 1894, of Miss 
Jessie Young, formerly of 16, Belgrave-place, Kemp Town, Brighton, 
and late of No. 2, Lower Rock-gardens, Brighton, Sussex, who died 
on 26th November, 1910, is requested to communicate at once with 
Messrs. Baker & Nairne, 5, Crosby-square, Bishopsgate, London, E.C., 
solicitors to the executors. 

ERNEST COSHAM, of The Green Room Club, London, and 10, 
Bloomsbury, London, Actor, who died at the 
Charing Cross Hospital, London, on 12th November, 1910. Any person 
who can afford material information concerning any Will made by the 
deceased is requested to communicate with Messrs. Moon, Gilks, & 
Moon, solicitors, 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 


General. 


It is announced that Mr. Nolini Ranjan Chatterji has been appointed 
a Puisne Judge of the High Court of Calcutta. 


A change in the name of the highest Court of Appeal would neces- 
sarily be made, says a writer in the Globe, if the House of Lords as 
a judicial tribunal were amalgamated with the Judicial Committee. 
The creation of one final Court of Appeal for the whole Empire is a 
proposal to which Mr. Chamberlain gave his support while he was 
ery Secretary. Lord Loreburn opposed it when it was discussed 
at the Colonial Conference in , and the representatives of the 
Colonies were not agreed as to it. At next year’s Conference 


| the proposal will again be considered, the Australian Government 


having included it among the questions they desire to bring forward. 


Writing to the 7'imes on “ Official Despotism,’’ Messrs. Rubinstein, 
Nash, & Co. say that ‘“‘in April last the Camberwell Borough Council 
made closing orders in respect of three houses owned by our client, Mr. 
Arlidge. He appealed to the Local Government Board, and pressed 
them to view the property, as he contended that there was no justifica- 
tion for the orders. The Board, however, refused to adopt this 
common-sense course, but directed instead a public local inquiry. The 
proceedings before their inspector—a layman—-extended over three days, 
involving our client in very heavy expense. In the result, the Board 
made an order quashing the closing orders, but deliberately declined 
to allow our client any eosts. The Board subsequently refused to 
furnish us with a copy of their inspector's report. The practical result 
is that the Local Government Board can, without being under the 


| slightest control, decide an appeal in any way it pleases, thus even 


taking away the illusory protection that a public inquiry is supposed 


to give a property owner. 
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At the meeting of the Council of the London Chamber of Com- 
merce on the 9th inst., says the 7'imes, a letter was reported from the 
Foreign Office acknowledging the receipt of the report of the Special 
Committee of the Chamber on the Declaration of London, the terms 
of which have already been published, it being referred to the Com- 
mittee to prepare a rejoinder to the contentions of the Foreign Office 
as set out in the recent White Book. It was reported that a large 
number of provincial chambers of commerce were in agreement with 


the Chamber’s views on the subject, and it was decided to raise | 


the whole question at the annual meeting of the Associated Chambers 
of Commerce of the United Kingdom next March. 


Widespread comment has, says the Daily Mail, been excited by the 
action at San Francisco of the first jury in America composed ex- 
clusively of women. The case which they were called on to decide 
was one in which a divorced husband was sued by his former wife. 
There were two children of the marriage. The daughter had been 
consigned to the care of the mother and the son to that of the father. 
On the petition of the mother the case was re-opened, and the judge 
summoned twelve ‘‘ good women and true ’’ from among the spectators 
to act as a jury. After a deliberation lasting for twenty seconds, the 
jury of women decided that the divorced man was not a fit person to 
have anything to do with the upbringing of his offspring. 

Mr. C. W. Campion, Examiner of Private Bills of the House of 
Commons, retires, says the Evening Standard, at the end of January. 
There are two examiners, one for each House. Every private Bill sub- 
mitted to Parliament has to be examined to ascertain whether the 
numerous standing orders have been complied with and the necessary 
notices given. For the purpose of preliminary examination the ex- 
aminers meet on 18th January, and continue to sit daily until the 
Standing Order proofs of the whole of the Bills have been submitted 
to their insrection. After first reading in the House, the Bills are 
again closely scrutinised by the examiners, who, if satisfied, report 
them for second reading. In ‘addition to these duties, which keep the 
examiners busy during the major portion of the session, there are 
those of the taxing officer to be fulfilled. 


Before the Divorce Commission on Tuesday Sir Edward Carsen, K.C., 
said it would be a great mistake to increase facilities for divorce in Eng 
land. Every additional ground made divorce less a blot on the character of 
the person who was divorced, and it would be a calamity that this country 
should look upon divorce as an every-day kind of proceeding. Among 
the people who came to consult him in their troubles, he said, according 
to the Daily Mail, he found there was a growing feeling of restlessness 
among young married people, and he knew that when sauabbles arose 
they began flinging the Divorce Court at each other, feeling that there 
was a way out. He had sometimes nut the question to them suddenly : 
“Have you really lost all love for vour husband (or wife) ?”’ 
Thev had said : ‘‘ Well, T have never-looked at it in that wav. I was 
much too angry." He had asked them to go home and think it over 
again, and sometimes it had resulted in no proceedings being taken. 
In his opinion the damages given in divorce were. as a rule, entirely 
inadequate. He thought it would be a salutary thing if, as a rule. 
the damages were much heavier. In the care of a man with £20.000 
or £30,000 a year who saw another man’s wife and proceeded to take 
her away from the husband the damages should not be £5,000, but 
£100,000. 


In an interesting article on Lord Stowell in the last issue of the 
Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation, by Mr. Norman 
Bentwich, it is stated that ‘‘ his whole energy was given to, and his 
fame was entirely gained in, his judicial work, whereby ‘he stamped 
the image of his own mind upon the international jurisprudence of 
the world.’ As a proof of his industry and of the volume of cares 
he was called upon to decide in that epoch of incessant war, it may be 
mentioned that in the vear 1806 he gave 2,206 decrees and judgments. 
In addition to this, he was continually advising the Lords of the 
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possible, and legally desirable. The analogies of the high sea and the 
maritime belt of coastal waters, as applied by advocates of limited 
sovereignty, were far from being thoroughly sound and applicable. The 
second part of the lecture was devoted to the principles and problems of 
a municipal or national aerial law, including both the private law and 
criminal law. Dr. Hazeltine maintained that it would be the best 
legal principle to recognise the doctrine that the landowner owned the 
entire air-space. In the interest of aerial navigation this proprietary 
right could then be limited upon the principle. already adopted in‘the 
new German Civil Code—namely, that the landowner, although owning 
the entire air-space, could not object to the passage of aerial craft 
in cases where such passage did not interfere in any way with his 
proper and legitimate interests. 

Mr. Justice Hamilton presided on the 9th inst. at a meeting of the 
Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, when Mr. E. M. Konstam, 
barrister-at-law, gave a lecture on ‘‘ The Duties on Land Values.’’ In 
the course of his address, says the 7'imes, Mr. Konstam said that the 
definitions of values in the Finance Act were ‘‘ gross value,’’ ‘‘ full site 
value,”’ ‘‘ total value,” and “‘ assessable site value.’’ The last was the 
important one, and figured elsewhere in the Act as “‘site value.”’ It 
was to be distinguished from “site value” on an’ occasion on which 
increment value duty was to be collected. Both were called ‘site 
value "’ apparently in deference to the teachings of Henry George, but 
they were arrived at upon different principles. With regard to Form 4, 
there was no power to ask question (i.) (as to annual value) as a com 
pulsion question, as Mr. Lloyd George had admitted. Questions as to 
the consideration paid for land within the previous twenty years 
could not have been asked, as Mr. Lloyd George had said, in the 
interests of the owner for the purpose of giving him relief in case of 
depreciation, for no claim to such relief could arise until after the 
valuation had been finally settled. Agricultural land was affected by 
the Act, being valued, and, practically, wherever it had a potential 
building value it was taxed. Having explained various sections of 
the Act, Mr. Konstam dealt with Reversion Duty, saying its supporters 
claimed that it was a just tax, but it seemed that on a tenant buying 
out his landlord the tenant weuld have to pay that duty. It was clear 
also that in many cases the ground landlord would, at the end of a 
long lease, have to pay duty, while his immediate lessee, who had for 
many years enjoyed the whole benefit of improved rental values, would 
have no duty to pay. 











Admiraltv, and was at the same time fresiding over ecclesiastical 
causes. In 1821 he resigned his Consistory judgeshin. but he retained 
his position as a judge of the Admiralty Court till 1827. Then, at the 
age of eighty-three, but while his vigour was still unimnaired, he 
vacated that office. He gradually declined and died in 1836, leaving 
a vast property of nearly a quarter of a million in personalty and con- 
siderable real estate. Though a hon vivant, he had been saving to the 
point of meanness throughout his life, and he loved, as he put it, 
“the elegant simplicity of the 3 ner cents.’ ‘Scott will take any 
gwen quantity of wine,’ was remarked of him by a clerical wit who 
noted that he drank more when dining out than when at home. But 
his little failings of personal character are blotted out by his imm-nse 
services to English law, and indeed to the whole science of law, which 
raised the fame of our international jurisprudence to a height to which 
it had never risen before.” 


At the request of the Board of Laws of the University of London, 
says the Times, Dr. H. D. Hazeltine, Fellow of Emmanuel College, and 
Reader of English Law at Cambridge, is at present delivering a course 
of lectures at King’s College, London, on ‘‘ The Law of the Air.’”’ In 
his second lecture, delivered on Monday last, Dr. Hazeltine discussed 
the various sovereignty-of-the-air theories. The theory of a 
sovereignty limited in height was open to the same objections as the 
theory of a so-called zone of protection, and a sovereignty limited by 
right of innocent passage would not always conduce to the safety 
and welfare of the State. He took the view that the State had and 
should have full sovereign dominion in the entire air-space above its 
territory and territorial waters. Such a full sovereignty was physically } 


Royat Navat Cottecr, Osnorne.—For mformation relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvt.] 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reaistraans ix ATTENDANCE OF 
Euercexcr Aprrzat Covat Mr, Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2. Jorox. 


Mr, Justice 
Swixrew Eavr 


onday, Dec. 19 Mr Synge Mr Church Mr Greswell Mr Theed 
no iin 20 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Church 
Wednesday ...... 21 Greswel! Goldschmidt Borrer Synge 
Thursday ......-+ 22 Bea! Greswel) Leach Goldschmidt 
Friday ......-0-0 23 Borrer Beal Farmer Greswell 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Juatice 
Date. Wanrnixoros. Nevitie Parkes. Eve. 

. . 19 Mr Leach Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Bloxam 
Seen = 20 Farmer Greswell Leach Theed . 
Wednesday ...... 21 Bloxam Beal Farmer aa 
Thursday......... 22 Theed Borrer Bloxam iynge 
Priday ........... 23 Church Leach Theed Goldschmidt 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 24th day of December, 1910 
and terminate on Friday, the 6th day of January, 1911, both deys inclusive, 
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W. A. T. HALLOWES, Eaq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

EDWIN HART, Eeq. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 

E.,CARLETON HOLMES, Esq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 

FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 

HARRY W. LER, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 

DILLON R. L. LOWF, Esq. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 

FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 
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close connection with, and exceptional onpestanee of the requirements of, the Legal Profe: sion, 
ROM SOLICITORS, TO WHUM IT IS 2 TO 
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a NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterron & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate 
minster. 

WILLIAM NOCTON, Eerq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 

RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake. Bird,.Colline & Co.),*Bedfond Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS-PFEL, Fsq. (Morrell, Fon & Peel). Oxford. 

THOMAS: RAWLE., Eeq. (Rawle, Johnstone &«Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Ipn. 

GEORGE L. STEWART,:Eeq..(Leee& Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND- CAMPBELL. Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Era. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R. W. TWEFDIE,;.Feq. (2. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MEI MOTH WALTERR, Esq. (Walters & Co.). Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.0-(A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street, 
FE. H, WHITEHEAD «Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davideons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 
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Crediturs’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—Faiwar, Dec. 2. 
Cart, Cunietroraen, Taplow Mills, Bucks, Paper Manufactorer Jan 3 Cail vy Mallinge, 
Swinfen Bady and Neville, JJ Chester, Newington Butts 
London Gasctte.—Tunapar, Dec, 6 


Hanes, Haewey Geiasam, Cheshunt, Herts, Civil Engiceer Jan10 Orange v Harris, 
Parker, J Radcliffe, Craven st, Charing Uross 

Tuomae, Jomn, L'ardewoy, Yatradenny, Radnor Jan 10 Roberts v Thomas, Joyce 
and Eve, JJ Medilicott, Knighton 


London Gazetée.—TuEspar, Dec. 13. 


Doxcomar, Geonos, Brighton, Furnitore Dealer Feb14 Loyd and Others vy Duncombe 
and Another, Judge in Chambers, Room 252, Royal Courts of Justice Moulder, 


Old Jewry 
Niesrioats, Cuances, Reigate, Builder Jan 31 Hall v Nightingale, Swinfen Eady 
and Neville, JJ Smiton, Reigate 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep tm Caanczay. 

London Gasette.—Faivar, Dec. 9. 


A. Davis & Son, Lrp (rw Votuwrany Ligutpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Joseph N. Nutt and Geo. G, Poppleton, 26, Corporation st, Birmingham, 
liquidators 

Conwsacox Enxciwesaixe Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Percy, 26, Corporation st, Manchester, liquidator 

Groner Sapien & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 7, directed to be 
heard Dec 20. Kutland, Chancery In, solor for petners. Notice of aopearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 

Law Car ayy Gewenat Ineveance Corporation, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented 
Deo 8. directed to be heard Dec 20. Rawle & Co, Bedford row, for Peace & 
Bliis, Wigan, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 

Tres Dock Masonic Hatt Co, Lep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their n«mes and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
George Charles Scott, 70, King st, South Shields. Hall & Co, South Shields, solors 
for the liquidator 

Woatp’s Apvertierne Co, Lap—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 7, directed to be 
heard on Dec 20. Wells & Sons, Paternoster row, solors, Notice of -\ ee must 

9 


reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Deo 






Ustmrrep rw Caarceer. 
Eoremonr Gas Lieut amp Coxe Co—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Geo: ge Douglas, Green Dykes, Egremont. Nelson, Egremont, solor for liquidator 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liurtep 1m Omanonrt. 
London Gazette,—Turspar, Dec. 13. 


Biswor Avextanp Otrurra, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 17, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alton 
Ward, Kingsley chmbrs, Bishop Auckland, liqaidator 


| Boonmam & Co, Lro (ts Liqurpatrom)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, 








to vend in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Geo William Bali, 9. Fore; st, Worcester, liquidator 

Cuas. W. Browse & Co (rw Votuntary Ligvurpation)—Creditors are uired, on or 
before Dec 31, te send their names and sddreeses, and the particnlars of their debts 
or claims to Arthur Gould West, Market pl, Reading, liquidater 

Doperow & East, Liutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Avgustus Hargreaves, Grimshawe st, Burnley. Smith & Smith, Burnley, solors for 
the liquidators ‘ 

Guawrs, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of t' eir debts or claims, to Herbert Harvey Russell, 
67, Colmore row, Birmingham, liquidator y 

Licur Opens Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Deo 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
William Tibbetts, Lyric Tneatre, Shaftesbury av, liqui 

Lonpow CrvemaToerarn Co (1909), Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to 
sena their names and addresses, and the pirticulars of their debts or claims, to 
Herbert Toomas Bloor, 265, Finsbury pymnt Houss, Leach, Serjeants’ inn, solor 
for the liquidator 

Usctimiten tn Crancerr, 

Pexae Peesevesance Psewanant Bricpine Society.—All persons entitled to par- 
ticipate in the distribution of ths assets are required, on or before Jan 13, to send 
their names and addresses and particulars of tne amount dae to them to Harold 
Lawden Shaw, 145, Anerley rd, Anerley, 8.E. Arthur E. Eves, Mark In, solors to 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Messrs. Fanusroruen, Exus, Eorrtor, Besacn & Co, at the Mart: Freehold 
Residential Estate (see advertisement, tack page, this week). 
Result of Sale. 
Reveastons, Rent Cuaron, Desevtvrss, &c.. 


Mesars. H. BE. Foeren & Onawrrucn beld their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 921) of the 
above-named interesta, at the Mart, Tokenhouse- E.U., on Thureday last, when 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


1,303. 
. ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 








To £1,616 138. és oe eee o - Bold 2550 
To £1,116 soe sae Se es os - «o ae 
REVERSION to £264, also Policy for £200 oe oo ge £50 
A RENT OHARGE of £11 12s. __... ove ove vee eos - ¢ San 
DEBENTURES-—St. Brmin’s Hotel, Ltd., and Duchess Theatre, Ltd. ,, £93 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fatvarx, Dec. 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baxer, Annie, Cardiff, General Draper Merthyr Tydfil 


Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 5 
Danses, Gatave. Wolseley may a nr Stafford, Joiner 


Staff Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 


Mowsom, Netszy, and Henny Witiiax Saunpeas, Great 
Yarmouth, Fish Buyers Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 7 

Noatrarzor, Groznox Heway, Liandudno, Pork Butcher 

gor Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Noww, Sreeuen Jouy, Grantham, ee Jeweller Nott- 
ingham Pet Dec Ord Dec 

Outver, Joseran Tuompson, Scarborough, Box Merchant 
tca:rborough Pet Dee 7 Ord Dec 


| O.iver, Orso, New Bond st, Club Proprietor High Court 


—-~y Rosert, Deronda “a, Herne Hill, Architect | 


igh Court Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 5 
—.. ge Attercliffe, Sheffield, Baker Sheffield 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Deeb 


Boros Woopart & Co, Old Broad st, Stock Brokers | 


High Court Pet Nov 2] Ord Dec 5 
Caines, James Joun Havieny, Cardiff, School Attendance 
Cardiff Ord 


CuapMax, Colchester, Greengrocer 
Pet Dec 


Colchester | 


er Anwe,Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet Dec 6 | 
6 


Ord 
Cox, Astavus P, Churton st, Pimlico 
Novll Ord Dec 6 


High Court Pet | 


Pet Novl8 Ord Dee 7 
Owen, Hervert, Warwick av, Maida Vale, Advertising 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Paxker, Atnert Eowanp, Rugby, Fishmonger Coventry 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Partiscrox, Farpeawk Hexrr, Winchcombe, Baker 
Cheltenham Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 6 
Pike, Groner Jonx, Great Yarmouth, Commercial Clerk 
lpswich Pet DecS Ord Dee5 
Pvaskitt, James, Great Grimsby, Labourer Great Grimsby 
et Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
Seu, Hewry, 8t Albans, Herts, Job Master St Albans 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


| Scort, Asruur, Southend on Sea, Confectioner Chelms- 


tseen, Cogs Arcuispacp, Lewia rd, ——- Insurance 
Clerk 


Wandsworth Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Ceavexn, Hon Rurert, White's Club, 
Middlesex High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Dec 5 


8t James's st, 


| 


Custis, Coasters, Piumstesd Common rd, Builder Green- | 


Pet Nov18 Ord Deo 6 
Watrer Howarp, Norwich, Builder 
Ord Dee 7 


wich 
Danieis. 
Pet Nov 30 


Norwich 


| 


Doo.ey, THOmas, Neath, Glam, House Decorator Neath | 


Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 
East, Henvear Caaruzs, Battersea rise, Clapham | 
— ion, Auctioneer Wandsworth Pet Nov 22 Ord 
8 


Feaaxs, Cuantes Epwarp, Gracechurch st, Director of 
panies HighCourt Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Faruman, Gronos Pasepericx, Sale, Chester, Metal 
M Manch Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 6 
a Isaac, Sevenoaks, Harness Maker Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Nov19 Ord Dec3 

Garastt, Percy Coung.ivs, Coventry, Mechanic Notting- 
ham PetNovi15 Ord Dec6é 

Gowensatt, Georos, Hayter rd, Brixton hill Wands- 
worth Pet Nov15 Ord Dec8 

Gumupeicu, Caat, Balsall Heath, Birmingham Birmingham 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec5 

Haut, WIvuaM Scort, Newcastle upon Tyne, Sanitary 
E "2 y te Neweastle upon Tyne Pet Nov 
19 Ord Dec 6 





‘Harpy & Brut, Leeds, Fenn Merchants Leeds 


Pet Nov19 Ord Dec5 
Haseis, Avaanam, Upton Park, Essex, Builder High 
Court Pet Oct 11 Ord Dec & 
Harwoop, Guseat Wirwiam, Chestnut grove, Balham, 
F Wandsworth Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Hawoats, Tom, Carnarvon, Off Beer Licence Holder 
Neath Pet Dec7 Ord Dec? 
Heap, Caro.ine Hype, Bour th, Build Poole Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 7 





Hexemayx, Gustav Orro, My <1 rd, Hackney, Baker 
High Court Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Hiset, Bewsamuin Aah Harehills, Leeds, Insurance 
gent Leeds Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec5 

Hoax, Groner, and Artaur Bory, Luton, Straw Hat 
Manufacturers Luton Pet Dec5 Ord Dec7 

Boyiaxp, Cuaaves Huon Taorrait, Nafferton, East 
Yorks, Portable Building Manufacturer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 

Jouxs, Taomas Hewry, Beata, “ontord, Commercial 
Traveller Banbury Pet Die rd Dee 6 

Josrs, Joux, a 2 ah Aberystwyth Pet 
Dect Ord Dec 

Kixo, L axp Co, Mak In, Merchants High Court Prt 
Novi Ord Dec7 

Mayweett, Artaur Ropyry, South Norwood, Med.cal 
Practitioner Croydon Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Mays, =~ Heway, Lincoin, Painter Lincoln Pet Dye 
6 cé6 

Me.ioss, Wittiam, Heanor, Dei by, Fruiterer De:by Pet 

c6 Ord Dec 6 

Mescer, H Puusir, Uxbridge, Middlesex, Miller's Assist- 
ant Windsor Pet Aug 13 Ord Dec 6 

Mercer, Veanon H, Uxbridge, Middlesex, Miller's Assiat- 
ant Windsor Pet Aug il3 (rd Dec 6 

Mies, Freperick Joux, New 1 1 a Skipper Great 

me Grimsby Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


| Baicey, Haroip Danigt, Moss Side, Manchester, 


| Cravens, 


ford Pet Nov 10 Ord Dec5 

Ssivy, Carueaine, . Ferndown, ar Wimborne, 
School Mistress Poole Pet Dec6 Ord Dee 6 

Suirnu, Tuomas, Burtonwood, ar Newton le Willows, Far- 
mer Warrington Pet Dee 6 Ord Dee 6 

Sravetey, Cuagces Rossec., Plymouth Plymouth Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Dee 6 

Srieier, Simon C, Liverpool, Company Director Liverpool 
Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 6 

Souine, Jous Witiiam, Burton on Trent, 
ou Trent Pet Dec 5 Ord DecS 

| Turney, Haury, Bourne End, Buckingham, Coal Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 6 

Waaspie, Haney, and Cuaates Heway Fiuta, Cudworth, 

r Barnsley, Yorks, Contractors Barnsley Pet Dec 5 

Ord Dee 5 

Way, Wirraep Gearevitte Maartix, Liscard, 
birkenhead Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


A.Lisox, Tuomas, 7 Manchester, Beer Retailer 
Dec 17 at 11.30 Off », Byrom st, Manchester 
baker 


Dorset, 


Grocer Burton 


Chester 


Dee 17 at 12 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Beit, Cuasies, Leeds Agricultural Merchant 
12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Boveutos, Rosert, Deronda rd, Herne Hill, 
Dec 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Busce Woovatt & Co, Oid Broad et, Stock Brokers 
Dee 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Crarks, Jonn Arcnisarp, Streatham, Insurance Clerk 
Dee 20 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster a 

Cox, Artavea P, Churton st, Pimlico Dec 2 atl ok- 

ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hon Rvureat, St James's st Dec 19 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Curtis, Cuan.ies, Plumstead Common rd, Builder Dec 19 
at12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


Dee 19 at 


Architect 


Datrympce-Ciark, Ian Hew Watpserave Strain, Great 


nden, Bucks Dec 17 at l2 1, St Aldate st, 

Oxford 

Feasx, Caartes Evwarp, Gracechurch st, Director of 
Compasies Dec 2vatil Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Futproox, Isaac, Sevenoaks, Harness Maker Dec 19 at 
11.30 The Bridge Hotel, Broadway, Tunbridge Wells 

GomessaLL, Geoaor, Hayter rd, Brix.on hill Dic 21 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

G eayLise, Rrowagp, Folkestone, Builder Dee 17 at 11.45 
0 Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hanais, ABRAHAM, Upton "Park, Hesex, Builder Dec 19 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Heap, Casouine Hype, Bournemouth, Builder Dec 19 at 
8 Arcade Chamber, Bournemouth 

Hermans, Gustav Orso, Churchill rd, Hackney, Baker 
Dee 19at1i Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 

ao, Bexsamin Cuivrorp, Harehills, Leeds, Insurance 

Agent Dec 19 at 11.39 off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Hovtanp, Cuartes Huon Troanumt, Nafferton, Ea-t 
Yorks, Portable Building Manufacturer Dec 17 at 11 
Off Rec, York City Banx chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Hocoaats, Wittiam Carter, Nottingham, Groc-r Dec 17 
atli Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


| Janmaw, Toomas WictramM, Blackpool, Boot Dealer Dec 19 


at 3 Off Ree, 18, Winckley st, Preston 


Kine & Co, L, Mark —, Merchants Deo 19 at 19.90 
Bankru ptey bidgs, Care 

a Tuomas Joayx, Bargved, Glam, Dens Coe ee 

20-at 11.15 St Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Cath 

st mn hen typridd 

Manse.y, Axtuus Ropssy, South Norwood, Medical Prac- 
ae Dec 19 at 11.30 132, York road, Westminster 

t 

Mays, Seipse Hewary, Lincoln, Painter Dec 17 at il 
Off Ree, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Mivas, Faepsxick Joun, New Cleethorpes, Skipper Dec 
Watll off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, reat @rimeby 

NutrTaut, Sanvusi, Burnley, ‘Tin and ~~ Smith Deo 19 
at 2.30 Off Keo, 13, ‘inckley st, Preston 

Oxiver, om, New Bond st, Club Proprietor Dec 21 atll 
Bank ruptey vidgs, Carey st 

Owen, Hersent, arwick av, Maida Vale, Advertising 
Manager Dec 2iat 12 Bankrupicy bidgs, Carey at 

Pearson, Cnhartes Heitver, Manchester, Sanitary 
Eogineer Dec 19 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Pixe, Gerona Jouy, Great Yarmouth, Commercial Clerk 
Dec2iat2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Pixr, Geonas, Dover, Motor Engineer Dec 17 at 9.30 Off 
Kec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Sarnokayt, Ratouryr, and James Artuur Sarceant, Yiew:- 
ley, Middlesex, Printers Dec 22 at 3 Bankruptey 
bldge, Carey st 

Se.vy, Carnssing, Ferndown, nr Wimborne, Dorset, 
Schoolmistreas Dec 19 at 2.3) Arcade chmbrs (frat 
tioor), Bournemouth 

Ssow, Wittiam Heaney, sen, Neath, Mason Dec 17 at 11 
Utt Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary s st, Swansea 

Taycton, Jacos, Manchester, Paper Merchant Dec 19 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Tuomrson, James Witiiam, Brighton, Electric Theatre 
Manager Dec 19 at 11.su Off Rec, lza, Marlborough 
pi, Bnighton 

Taavis, Exnest, Romiley, Cheshire,Greengrocer Dec 17 at 
lt Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

Waiourt, Tuomas, ju, Birkdale, Lancs, Builder Dee 20 
atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

ADJUDIOATIONS. 

Bacu, Wittiam Heasert, Holmewood ne Streatham 
bill Wandsworth Pet Nov3 Ord Dec 

Baskatt, Aataurs, Wolseley Bridge, or Stafford, Joiner 
Stafford Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Bett, Cuarixs, Leeds, Leeds 
ret Nov 19 Ord Dec7 

Beszant, Eowarp Nicao.son, New yy Chester, 
Prumber Liverpool Pet Nov17 Ord Dee 5 

Brows, Horatio, Attercliffe, Shettield, Baker Sheffield 
Pet Dee 5 Ord Dec5 

Burckine, Gustav Wituiam, Greencrof. gdns, Hampstead 
Migh Court Pet June 14 Ord Dec 2 

Caines, James Joun Hevieny, Cardiff, choo Attendance 
Officer cardiff? Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 

Cuarman, Henny, Colchester, Greengrocer * Colchester Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dee 8 

Cranks, Jonn Ancaisacy, Lewinrd, Streatham, Insurance 
Clerk Wandsworth Pet Dec 7’ O:d Dec 7 

Countyey, Many Anne, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Dee 6 Ord 
Dec 6 

pe Saxe, Harnotp Lewis, Crediton rd, West Hampstead 
High Court Pet Oct25 Ord Dec & 

Doo.ry, Tuomas, Neath, House Decorator 
5 Ord Decd 

Fearn, Cuaaices Evwarp, Gracechurch at, Director of 
Companies High Vourt Pet Dee7 Ord Dec7 

Gravime, Ricmasy, Folkestone, Builder Canterbury 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Dec 6 

Haxais, Putwir, Richmond, Draper High Court Pet Nov 
19 Ord Lec7 

Uawoata, Tom, Cwmavon, Glam, Off Beer Licence Holder 
Neath Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Heap, Carouxns Hype, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet Pet Dee 7 Ord Dee 7 

Heaayans, Gostavy Orro, Churchill rd, 
High Court Pet Dec3 Ord Dee 3 

Hiast, Bexsamin Ciivvoxp, Harehilis, Leeds, [nsuranc 
Agent Leeds Pet DecS Ord Dec 5 

House, Epwarep Peacy, Westcliff oa Sea, Stock Broker 
High Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Dec 3 

Hoyiasp, Cnaates Hvon Tuorsnitt, Nafferton, East 
Yorks, Portable Building Manufacturer King>ton 
upon Hull fet Dec6é Ord Dec 6 

Jouys, Taomas Berfazy, Bloxham, Oxtfor)], Commercial 
Traveller Benbury Pet Dee 5 Ord Dec 5 

Joxzs, Joux, Penegoes, Montgomery Aberystwyth Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 


pvt. Ae Merchant 


Neath Pet Dec 


Hackney, Baker 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


za, 


mooRGatEm 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 1890. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 


SrEeBsaT, LOnNpPowm, 








SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ano supervision of the Corporation, 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
0a appli ation. 
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Mays. Rovert Hewny, Lincoln, Painter Lincoln 
Dee 6 Ord Decé 

MELLORS, WILLIAM, 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

MILes, FREDERICK JoHN, New Cleethorpes, Skipper 
Grimsby Pet Dec 5 Ord Dee 5 

Monson, N&LSEN, aod HENRY WILLIAM SAUNDERS, Greet 
Yarmouth, Fish Buyers Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dee 7 

NortTuror, Grorce Henry, Liandudno, 
Bangor PetDec7 Ord Dec7 

NUNN, SterHEeN JouN, Grantham, Journe: man Working 
Jeweller Nottingham Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

OLIVER, JosErH THOMP#ON, Scarborough, Box Merchant 
Searborough Pet Dec? Ord Dec 7 

Ossony, Witttam, Kentish Town rd, Ham Dealer High 
Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Dec & 

Overtaxp, Faepeaicx, Elm, ne Wisbech, Cambridge, 
Farmer King's Lynn Pet Nov 10 Ord DecS 


Pet 


Heanor, Derby, Fruiterer Derby 


Great 


Pork Butcher 


Parker, Arsert Eowanp, Rugby, Fishmovoger Coventry | 


hd Dee 5 

Paxtixoros, Farpericx Winchcombe, 
Cheltenham Pet Dee 6 Ord Dec 6 

Peoo, Lovie, Birmingbam Birmingham 
Dee 6 

Pixe, Geroror Joux, Gieat Yarmouth, Commercial Clerk 
Ipswich Pet Dec5 Ord DecS 

Piassxitr, Jaues, Great Grimaby, Labourer Great Grime- 
by Pet Dec 6 Ord Decé 

Secor, CatTurains, Ferndown. nr Wimborne, 
Schoolmistress Poole Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 6 

Syurar, Jouw Wittiiam, Burton on Trent, Grocer 
on Trent Pet DecS Ord Dee 5 

Taytor, Jacon, Manchester, Paper Merchant Manchester 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Dee 6 

Tuomrsow, Bearaax Eowann, Jewin cres, Jewin 
Woollen Merebant High Court Pet Nov 10 
Dec 6 


Pet DecS 
Baker 


Pet Oct 21 Ord 


Dorset, 


Burton 


st, 
Ord 


Wanvir, Harry, and Cnaates Hewry Fiarn, Cudworth, | 


Contractors Barnsley Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


Wenes, Faasx Usveawoon, Paignton, Devon, Hotel Pro- 


Plymouth Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 5 
London Gatetts —TUESDAY, Dec. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 

ANDREW, JOHN WILLIAM, Ashton under Lyne, Hay Dealer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 

BANNISTER, ALBERT EDWARD, Twickenham, Nurseryman 
Brentford Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec9 

BIRTWISTLE, EDWIN Brides, Heap Bridge, nr Bury, Lancs, 
Cattle Dealer Bolton Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

BRITTAN, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Whip Maker 
ham Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

CHALTON, JOHN SAMUBL,(Liscard,: Plumber 
Pet Dee 8 Ord Dec 8 

CORFIELD, F, Cornbill, Insurance Agent 
Nov lo Ord Decv 

CouLcTErR, JouN COULTER, Nassau rd, Barr es 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

COULTER, ROBERT PORTER, Naseau rd, 
worth Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

DAWSON, GEORGE, South Rroombill, Northum) erland, 
Miner Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec? Ord Dec 7 

Dongon, BARBARA, Margate, Hotel Proprietress Canter- 
bury Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 10 

RASTWOOD, MARY, Liverpool, Boarding House Keeper 
Liverpool Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 


prietor 


Notting 
sirkenhead 
High Comt Pet 
Wandsworth 


Barnes Wands- 


HAXBY, JoeErH SHAW, Bridlington, Lodging House Keeper | 


Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Howson, HERBERT, D'shforth, ar Thirsk, 
Northallerton Pet DecS Ord Nov§ 

Huwrurey, Grorer, Chesham, Bucks, Licensed Victualler 
Aylesbury Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Jous, WILLIAM, Barry Port, Carmarthen. 
Carmarthen Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 8 

KENSETT, DAVID, Chobbam, Surrey, Grocer 
Surrey Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec8 

LAYER, ARTHUR HENRY Ween, Hansrd, Kensington High 
Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Dec 9 

LinCK, FREDERICK JouN, Maidstone, Miller 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

MCLEAN, JAMES BELL, Manchester, Artificial 
Maker Manches'er Pet Dec®9 Ord Dec 9 

MASSER, HAt oLp, York, General Clerk York Pet Dec 8 
(rd Dee 8 

MESSENGER, JOHN FARNHAM, Hyde, Chester 
under Lyne Pet Decl2 Ord Dee 12 

MITCHELL, GrorGR, Wakefield, Greengrocer 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Morris, Monrnkrs, Cardiff, Diaper 
(nd Dec 9 

Newsy, WILLIAM SHEPHERD, 
Leeds Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

PARISH, HARRY, Sheffield, Fish Dealer 
Dec 0 Ord Dec 9 

SAYER, HERBERT, New Bushey, Herts, Coal 
St Albans Pet Novi6 Ord Dec 7 

SCARLETT, HERBERT GEORGE. Dover, Coach Builder 
terbury Pet Dec¥ Ord Dec 9 

STEVEN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Grimaby Scarborough Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Dec8 

THARME, SAMPSON, Wolverhampton, Hackney Carriage 
Proprietor Wolverhampton Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Usner, Jonny, and Isaac Jackson 
Cumberland, Farmers Whitehaven Pet Nov 19 
Dec 7 

WraAG6, Joun Tuomas, York, Fruiterer York Pet Dec 9 
Ord Dec 9 

WRIGHT, SAMURL, Oulton, or 
Leeds Pet Dec? Ord Dec 


Scarborough 
Clothier 


Coal Merchant 


Maidstone 


Ashton 
Wakefield 
Cardiff Pet Nov 3 
Leeds, Coal Merchant 
Sheffield Pet 
Merchant 


Can- 


Ord 


leeds, Sand Merchant 


Kingston, | 


Teeth | 


UsHer, Bigrigg, | 


| " " ne 
[ AW.—Engagement Wanted (Final passed 
| 24 1910; admisei shortly); Conveyancing or 4 
aging Clerkship desired ; experience chiefly in convey- 
anciog, copyhold, and simple probate.—H. T. Coos, 
Histon Vicarage, Cambridge. 





‘OLICITOR (aged 30), Public School Man, 
Desires Partnership in well-established conveyanc- 
ing end family practice in town or country; has had 
considerable practical experience, and is accustomed to 
work without supervision ; has excellent testimonials, 
and ondertakes sdvccacy when required ; premium fortb- 
coming; share from £400.—Apply, by letter, A. B., care 
of Young & Sons, Solicit rs, 29, Mark-lane, L: ndon. 





NOLICITOR’S MANAGING CLERK (un- 
admitied) Wanted in old-establiehed practice in 
large town in the Nrrth of England, experierced in 
Company, Conveyan cing, and Trust matters, and capable 
of working and advising without supervision.—Apply, by 
letter, with references, and stating salary required, to Boz 
250, care of “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C, 





PPRENTICE or PUPIL Wanted in old- 
4 established builder’s and ast decorator’s near 
London, to generally learn the business under the Prin- 
cipal’s personal supervision, including estimating, draw- 
ing, tracing, and book-keeping as required by the firm’s 


| professional accountant ; commencing ssiary £30 per | 


annum ; applicauts must be prepared to invest not less 
than £260, for which 7} per cent. per annum interest will 
be paid, and capital retarned at expiration of apprentice- 
ship; the firm bave worked for various Government 
Departments for the past 14 jears.—Box 535, care of 
“ Solici ors’ Journal,” 27, Cbancery-lane, W.C, 





DVERTISER—for many years Chief 
t\ Olerk of an Insurance Company, is Dieengaged 
owing to its liquidation—Desires an Appointment as 
Secretary or any porition of trust in which business 
knowledge useful; has had long experience in mortgage 
and debenture matters, tru teeships, and general insur- 
| ance office work; admitted as solicitor; highest refer- 
ences. — Box 534, care of ‘“ Sohcitors’ Journal,” 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 





P ~ ~ 
i,0 
well-known company for extension 
company is doing a sound and ——— business; 
present profite sufficient to pay interest three times; 
substantial aasets.—Full particulars sent to bona fide 
investors or th eir solicitors on application to H., Box 84, 


** Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
£ ad 00 LOAN at 6 per cent, interest per 
ov annum for 6 years will secure a Clerkship 
with excellent opportunity of learning the business of an 
old-established but very up-to-date Builders and Art 
Decorators; salary £2 per week ; or = ee to the 
basinees will be considered.—Box » “Bolicitors’ 
Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


00) to £10,000 secured by 6 per cent. 
First Mortgage Debentures Required by 
of business; the 








Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


| To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 
| 
| 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 
| Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 








BY AUTHORITY. 


Evry requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shu rteat notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and execu 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


‘RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &o. 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 





Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





THE 
ASSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


ESTABLISIIED 1836. 


FIRE. LIFE. 
BURGLARY. ACCIDENT, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


Accumulated Funds (1909) £7,436,000, 
LONDON OFFICE :—1, Moorgate Street. 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY (LIMITED). 


The Company’s Bonds are A: by the High Court as 
SECURI for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and AD. 
MINISTRATORS, for COsTS in Actions where security 
to be given, by the Board of Trade for 

e Bankruptcy Actas, and by the Scotch 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,090,000. 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party 
including Drivers’ Risks, 





Fire, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurance, 


Heap Orrick :—42-45, New Broad Street, E.C, 
West End Office: No. 61, St. James's Street, 5.W. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(ESTABLISHED 1828), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Delenture Capita), £637,526. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.Cc. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED of 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Inter sst on Loans may be Oapitalised, 
Cc. H. Saree} Joint 
¥. H. CLAYTON, 5 Secretaries, 











Tei. 8721 GERRARD. EsTaBLISHED 1362, 


FOREIGN WORK. 


AccouNTs COLLECTED, DisPUTES ADJUSTED, 
AND LEGAL INSTRUMENTS SERVED IN ANY 
PART OF THE COMMERCIAL WORLD. 


WYS MULLER & CO., 
10, SAVILE ROW, W., 
And at COLEMAN ST., £.0.; PARIS, BERLIN, BRUSSELS, 
AMSTERDAM, ZURICH, NEW YORK, &o., Ao. 








FOREIGN LEGAL WORK 


DR. WILLIAM NEUTS, LL.D., 
Sorte Hem Consulate, 

Agent for Lioyds — = Principal Beards 

of Marine Underwriter aay 


Seale attest ts 
t a 0. 

MMddress—24, RUE ROYALE. 

Telegrams—“ NEUTS, OSTEND. 
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